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NOTICES 


FEDERAL  ENERGY  ADMINISTRATION 
ENERGY  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 
Intent  To  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  Certain  installations 

The  Federal  Energy  Administration  (PEA)  hereby  gives  notice  of  Its  lntentl(m  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders,  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  it  by  Sectloa  a(a)  and 
(b)  of  the  Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordination  Act  of  1974.  as  amended 
(ESECA),  and  Title  10.  Code  of  Federal  RegtUations  (10  CPR),  Parts  303  and  305 
to  the  following  installations: 


Pocket  No. 


Installalion 


Unit  No. 


Location 


OCU-0400..- 

OCU-0989... 


OCU-1512. _ 

OCU-W78. _ 

ocu-m» _ 

OCU-2776. _ 

OCU-2839.— 


Chesapeake  Cwp - - 

Continental  Forest  Industries,  a 
member  ti  Uie  Ck>ntinental 
Oroop,  Inc. 

E.  L  Dupont  de  Nemours  &  Co.. 

Allied  Cbemical _ 

Union  Carbide  Corp _ 

Scott  Paper  Co _ _ — 

FMC  Corp . . 


West  Point  Mill. 
Hopewell  Mill... 


SealcH'd  Plant . . 

Hopewell  Cbemical  Plant. 

InsUtnte  Plant _ 

Chester  Plant _ 

Fredericksburg  Plant . 


OCU-2840. 


Avlcx  Fibers,  Inc .  Front  Royal  Plant. 


8  West  Point,  Va. 
3  Hopewell,  Va. 


Beated,  Del. 
Hopewell,  Va. 
Institute,  W.  Va. 
Chester,  Pa. 
Fredericksburg,  Va. 


Front  Royal,  Va. 


FEA  hereby  also  gives  notice  of  the 
oppKirtunlty  for  oral  and  written  presen¬ 
tation  of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by 
interested  persons  regarding  these  pro¬ 
posed  Prohlbltltm  Orders. 

The  proposed  orders  would  prtrfiiblt 
the  above-named  Installations  from 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  an  Installation,  Section  2(a) 
of  ESECA  and  10  CTR  303.36(b)  and 
305.4(b)  require  that  PEA  find  that  the 
installation  had  the  capabilly  and  neces¬ 
sary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal  as  of 
June  22,  1974.  A  Prohibition  Order  may 
not  be  Issued  unless  FEA  can  find  that 
the  prc^bltlon  of  the  utilization  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  a  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  Is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA 
and  that  coal  and  coal  transportation 
facilities  will  be  available  during  the 
period  the  Prohibition  Order  will  be  In 
effect.  FEA’s  proposed  findings,  as  well 
as  Its  proposed  conclusions  and  ration¬ 
ale  with  respect  to  these  findings,  for 
each  Installation  are  set  out  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix  to  this  notice.  These  findings, 
conclusions  and  rationale  may  be 
amended  as  a  result  of  comments  re¬ 
ceived  by  FEA  pursuant  to  this  notice 
and  other  information  available  to  FEA. 
The  findings,  conclusions  and  rationale 
will  be  Included,  with  any  amendments, 
for  each  Prohibition  Order  that  Is  issued. 

Upon  completion  of  the  proceedings 
described  in  this  notice,  FEIA  may  deter¬ 
mine  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  some 
or  all  of  the  above-named  installations. 
These  Prohibition  Orders  will  not  be¬ 
come  effective,  however,  imtil  (1)  either 
(a)  the  Administrator  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  noti¬ 
fies  the  PEA,  in  accordance  with  Section 
119(d)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  that 
the  installation  is  able  to  bum  coal  and 
to  comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollu¬ 
tion  control  requirements  without  a  com¬ 
pliance  date  extension  imder  Section  119 
(c)  of  such  Act,  or  (b)  If  such  notifica¬ 
tion  Is  not  given  by  EPA.  the  date  that 
the  Administrator  of  EPA  certifies,  pur¬ 


suant  to  Sectl(m  119(d)(1)(B)  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  Is  the  earliest  date  that 
the  installation  will  be  able  to  comply 
with  all  applicable  requirements  of  Sec¬ 
tion  119  of  that  Act,  and  (2)  FEA  has 
considered  the  environmental  impact  of 
making  the  order  effective,  pursuant  to 
10  CFR  208.3(a)(4)  and  305.9,  and  has 
served  the  affected  Installation  with  a 
Notice  of  Effectiveness,  as  provided  In 
10  CPR  303.10(b).  303.37(b)  and  305.7. 
The  date  the  Prohibition  Order  will  be 
effective  will  be  stated  In  the  Notice  of 
Effectiveness. 

10  (Zm  305.9  requires  that,  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  to 
an  installation,  FEA  shall  perform  an 
analysis  of  the  environmental  Impact 
of  the  Issuance  of  such  Notice  of  Effec¬ 
tiveness,  That  analysis  shall  result  In 
either  (1)  Issuance  of  a  declaration  that 
the  Prohibition  Order  will  not,  if  made 
effective  by  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Ef¬ 
fectiveness,  be  likely  to  have  a  significant 
Impact  on  the  quality  of  the  human  en¬ 
vironment,  or  (2)  the  preparation  by 
FEA  of  an  environmental  Impact  state¬ 
ment  covering  significant  site-specific 
Impacts  that  are  likely  to  result  from  the 
Prohibition  Order  and  that  have  not 
been  adequately  addressed  in  the  Final 
Programmatic  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  or  in  other  ofiBclal  documents 
made  publicly  available.  If  FEA  prepares 
an  environmental  Impact  statement  cov¬ 
ering  significant  site-specific  Impacts  re- 
sultinj  from  making  a  Prohibition  Order 
effective,  the  statement  shall  be  pre¬ 
pared  and  published  for  comment  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  Section  102(2)  (C)  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969  prioi'  to  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Ef¬ 
fectiveness.  Interested  persons  may  re¬ 
quest  a  public  hearing  pursuant  to  10 
CFR  303.173  to  comment  on  the  contents 
of  a  draft  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment.  With  respect  to  comments  regard¬ 
ing  any  impact  on  air  quality  that  might 
result  from  a  proposed  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der,  however,  it  should  be  rceognized 
that  ESECA  has  assigned  to  EPA  the 
primary  responsibility  for  analyzing  the 


effect  of  any  such  order  on  the  Nation's 
air  quall^  and  for  determining  the  ap- 
Idlcable  air  pollution  control  require¬ 
ments  that  apply  to  the  installation  that 
has  been  issued  and  order.  It  is  expected 
that,  in  almost  every  case,  an  installa¬ 
tion  to  which  a  Prohibition  Order  is  is¬ 
sued  will  be  eligible  to  apply  to  EPA  for 
a  compliance  date  extension.  In  connec¬ 
tion  with  that  application,  EPA  must 
also  provide  an  opportunity  for  written 
comment  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments  by  interested  per¬ 
sons.  Ekiclosed  with  the  Notice  of  Effec¬ 
tiveness  may  be  a  compliance  reporting 
schedule  to  insure  that  the  installation- 
will  be  able  to  comply  with  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  of  the  burning  of  natural  gas  or  pe¬ 
troleum  products  as  a  primary  energy 
source  on  tl^e  effective  date  speeified  in 
the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

Pubhc  comment  on  the  proposal  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  the  installa¬ 
tions  listed  above  is  invited  in  the  form 
of  written  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments.  Comments  should 
relate  to  individual  docket  numbers  and 
should  make  clear  to  which  docket  num¬ 
ber  the  individual  comment  is  addressed. 

Comments  should  address  (1)  the  ad¬ 
equacy  and  vaUdlty  of  each  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  findings  and  the  conclusions  and 
rationale  in  support  of  these  findings, 
(2)  the  environmental  impact  making 
effective  a  Prohibition  Order,  including 
any  site-specific  environmental  impacts, 
and  (3)  any  other  aspects  or  impacts  of 
the  propos^  Prohibition  Order  believed 
to  be  relevant. 

Pursuant  to  10  C7FR  303.173(a)  and 
(d)  and  305.5,  FEIA  hereto  announces 
that  a  public  hearing  to  receive  oral 
presentation  of  date,  views,  and  argu¬ 
ments  of  Interested  persons  will  be  held 
beginning  at  at  9:00  a.m.  on  June  1,  2 
and  3.  1977,  at  the  Federal  Building. 
Conference  Room  IIB,  1421  Cherry 
Street,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 
19102.  Any  person  who  has  an  interest 
in  the  subject  of  the  hearing  or  who  is 
a  representative  of  a  group  or  class  of 
persons  which  has  an  interest  in  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  the  hearing  may  make  a  written 
request,  or  a  verbal  request  if  confirmed 
in  writing,  for  an  opportimlty  to  make 
an  oral  presentation.  That  request 
should  be  directed  to  Ed  Gray,  ETIA 
Region  in.  Room  1001,  1421  Cherry 
Street,  Philadelphia.  Pennsylvania 
19102,  (215)  597-3607.  The  request 

should  be  received  before  4:30  pm., 
Thursday.  May  26,  1977.  Ihe  request 
should  describe  the  person’s  interest  in 
the  issue(s)  involved;  if  appropirate,  it 
should  state  why  the  person  is  an  ap¬ 
propriate  representative  of  the  group 
or  class  of  persons  which  has  such  an 
interest;  it  should  give  concise  summary 
of  the  prc^iosed  oral  presentation  and  a 
phone  number  where  the  person  may 
be  contacted  through  May  31,  1977. 
Speakers  should  submit  ten  (10)  copies 
of  their  oral  presentation  if  possible,  im- 
less  such  presentation  is  less  than  five 
(5)  pages,  in  which  case  only  one  copy 
Is  required,  to  Ed  Chay,  Federal  Energy 
Administration,  Room  1001  1421  Cherry 
Street.  Philadelphia,  E*ennsylvanla 
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19102,  before  4:30  pjn.,  Monday.  May 
31.  1977.  Speakers  will  be  contacted  by 
an  FEIA  representative  before  4:30  pjn., 
Friday,  May  27,  1977,  to  confirm  receipt 
of  the  written  request. 

Detailed  technical  data,  views,  and 
arguments  should  be  contained  in  a 
written  submission  in  support  of  the 
oral  presentation.  The  oral  presentation 
Itself  should  be  a  summary  of  those 
written  comments. 

While  FEA  wUl  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  d^ire  to 
speak,  FEA  reserves  the  right  to  limit 
the  number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at 
the  hearing,  to  schedule  their  respective 
presentations  and  to  establish  the  pro¬ 
cedures  governing  the  conduct  of  the 
hearing.  The  length  of  time  allocated 
to  each  presentation  may  be  limited 
on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  persons 
requesting  to  be  heard.  The  FEA  will 
prepare  an  agenda  that  shsdl  provide, 
to  the  extent  possible,  for  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  all  relevant  data,  views,  and 
arguments. 

An  FEA  ofBcial  will  be  designed  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  which  will  not  be 
a  Judicial  or  evidentiary  hearing.  During 
oral  presentations  only  those  conducting 
the  hearing  may  ask  questions.  Hiere 
will  be  no  cross-examination.  At  the 
conclusion  of  all  initial  oral  presenta¬ 
tions,  each  person  who  has  made  an 
oral  statement  will  be  given  the  oppor¬ 
tunity,  if  he  or  she  so  desires,  to  make 
a  rebuttal  statement.  The  rebuttal  state¬ 
ments  will  be  given  in  the  order  in 
which  the  initial  statements  were  made 
and  will  be  subject  to  time  limitations. 

Any  Interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  ofQcer 
to  be  asked  of  any  person  making  an 
oral  presentation.  The  presiding  officer 
wUl  determine  whether  to  ask  the  ques¬ 
tion,  having  first  determined  whether  the 
question  is  relevant,  and  whether  ade¬ 
quate  time  may  be  afforded  for  an  an¬ 
swer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  the  proper  conduct  of  the  hearing 
win  be  annoimced  by  the  presiding  of¬ 
ficer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be 
made  and  it,  together  with  any  written 
comments  submitted  in  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  wlU  be  retained  by  the  PEA  and 
made  available  for  inspection  and  copy¬ 
ing  at  the  Freedom  of  ^formation  Read¬ 
ing  Room,  Room  2107,  Federal  Building, 
12th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  NW., 
Washington.  D.C.  20461.  and  the  FEA 
Regional  Office.  Room  1001,  1421  Cherry 
Street,  Wiiladelphla,  Pennsylvania 
19102,  between  the  hours  of  8:00  a.m.  and 
4:30  p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday.  Any¬ 
one  may  purchase  a  copy  of  the  tran¬ 
script  from  tile  reporter. 

Interested  persons  are  Invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments  consisting  of  data, 
views.  Mid  arguments  arlth  respect  to 
these  proposed  Prohibition  Orders  to 
Ebcecutlve  Communications.  Box  MK, 
Federal  Energy  Administration.  Federal 
Bufldkng,  Room  3317,  12th  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Avenue,  NW..  Washington.  D.C. 
204«1. 

Comments  and  other  documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  FEA  Executive  Communica¬ 


tions  should  be  identified  on  the  outside 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  Itself  with 
the  designation  “Proposed  Prohlbltlcxi 

Order  for  the _ Installation.” 

Fifteen  (»>ples  should  be  submitted. 

An  written  comments  received  by  4:30 
p.m.,  Tuesday,  June  14,  1977,  aU  oral 
presentations,  and  aU  other  relevant  in¬ 
formation  submitted  to  or  available  to 
FEA  win  be  considered  by  FEA  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Any  information  or  date  cxmsidercd  to 
be  confidential  by  the  person  furnishing 
it  mtist  be  so  identified  and  submitted 
in  writing,  one  copy  only.  The  FEA  re¬ 
serves  the  right  to  determine  the  con¬ 
fidential  status  of  the  Information  or 
data  and  to  treat  it  in  a(x:ordance  with 
that  determination. 

Copies  of  the  regulations  implement¬ 
ing  Section  2  (a)  and  (b)  of  ESECA  (10 
CFR  Parts  303  and  305)  are  available 
from  the  following  FEA  Regional  Of¬ 
fices: 

Region,  Ammxm,  and  Phone 

I.  Robert  Mitchell,  Regional  Administrator, 
15<X)  Causeway  Street,  Room  700,  Boston. 
Massachuaetts  02113 — 617-323-8701. 
n.  Alfred  Klelnfeld,  Regional  Administrator, 
26  Federal  Plasa.  Room  3206.  New  York. 
New  York  10007—212-264-1031. 
in.  J.  A.  lASftla.  Regional  Administrator. 
1421  CTherry  Street.  Room  1001.  PhUadel- 
phla,  Pennsvlvimla  19102-215-697-3390. 

IV.  Donald  Allen,  Regional  Administrator, 
1655  Peachtree  Street.  NJE. — 6m  Floor. 
Atlanta.  Georgia  30309 — 404-626-2837. 

V.  N.  Allen  Anderscm.  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor.  Federal  Office  BuUdlng.  175  WMt  Jack- 
son  Bird.,  Room  A-333,  Chicago,  lUtnols 
60604 — 312-353-0640. 

VT.  DelbMt  Fowler,  Regional  Administrator, 
Poet  Office  Box  35328,  2626  West  Mocking¬ 
bird  Lane,  Dallas,  Texas  75236 — 214-748- 
7848. 

Vn.  Nell  Adams,  Regional  Administrator, 
1160  Grand  Avenue.  Kansas  Ct^,  Missouri 
64106—816-374-3061. 

vm.  Dudley  Fever,  Regional  Administrator. 
Post  Office  Box  3^47,  Belmar  Bnmch.  1076 
South  Yukon  Street,  Lakewood.  Colorado 
80238—303-234-3430. 

IX  vmuam  Amta,  R^onal  Administrator, 
111  Pine  Street,  San  PVanclseo,  California 
94111—415-668-7316. 

X  Jack  B.  Robertson.  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor.  1992  Federal  BuUdlng,  016  Second 
Avenue,  Seattle,  Washington  98174 — 306- 
442-7280. 

MFBI  PkOHninoN  Okdbb  Candibati 
losHTincATioir  An  Sbuctiok  Mxth- 

ODOL06Y 

FEA  has  mgaged  in  a  two  year,  two 
part,  process  in  which  It  first  identified, 
after  eztmigive  Information  gathering, 
the  potential  universe  of  major  fuel 
burning  installations  (MraTs)  In  order 
to  determine  which  MF^Ts  might  be 
subject  to  PrxMbitlon  Orders.  FEA  then 
performed  a  detailed  analysis  of  indi¬ 
vidual  potential  order  recipients  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  facts  would  warrant 
publication  of  a  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOD  to  Issue  a  FTohibltion  Order  to 
any  of  the  potential  order  reciplrats. 

L  Determinatioti  of  candidate  universe 
On  March  20.  197S.  by  Notice  In  the 
Fedbbal  RaoiSTxa  (40  FR  12t00>,  FEA 
required  MnSTs  with  design  firing  rates 
In  exoeas  of  100  minion  BTC’s  per  hour 


to  provide  bask  idmtifylng  information. 
(PEIA  in  its  regulations  puUlshed  on  May 
9.  1975,  (40  FR  2048S)  adopted  the  100 
million  BTC’s  per  hour  desi^  firing  rate 
as  the  minimum  size  MFBI  that  would 
be  eligible  for  a  Prohibition  Order) . 

On  Aprtl  18,  1975,  PEA  published 
notice  in  the  Pkderal  Rxgistbk  (40  FR 
17328)  that  it  would  mail  to  all  then 
known  MFBTs  a  questionnaire,  entitled 
“Major  Fuel  Burning  Installation  Coal 
Conversion  Report”  (Form  FEA  C-602- 
S-0) .  designed  to  provide  FEA  with  addi¬ 
tional  information  needed  to  help  de¬ 
termine  whether  the  MFBI’s  would  be - 
candidates  for  Prohibition  Orders.  Ques¬ 
tionnaires  were  mailed  to  those  respond¬ 
ents  to  the  March  20,  1975,  F’sderal 
Recistxr  notke  and  to  other  MFBTs 
identified  through  data  provided  by  FEA 
regional  personnel,  the  Environmental 
protection  Agency,  other  F^ederal  agen¬ 
cies.  and  tiiroui^  contact  with  trade 
associations.  A  total  of  822  parent  com¬ 
panies  responded  to  the  siuwey,  identify¬ 
ing  3.482  installations  and  6,289  indi¬ 
vidual  units. 

The  first  survey  provided  FEA  with 
historical  information  on  quantity  and 
quality  of  fuel  use  and  preliminary  pdl- 
luticn  control  data  relative  to  the  facili¬ 
ties  in  question. 

Compilation  and  evaluation  of  the  in¬ 
formation  received  from  the  survey  led 
to  development  of  a  supplemental  ques¬ 
tionnaire  (Form  FEA  C-602-S-1)  to 
elicit  data  on  the  financial  situation  of 
owners  of  MFBI’s.  including  Information 
designed  to  ascertain  what  the  effects 
of  a  prohibition  Order  would  be  on  an 
individual  company  basis.  This  question¬ 
naire  was  designed  to  provide  a  basis 
for  subsequent  analysis  of  the  MFBI  in 
terms  of  financial  capability,  additional 
capital  investment  costs  resulting  from 
a  prohibition  Order,  operating  cost  dif¬ 
ferentials  and  coal  and  coal  transporta¬ 
tion  availability.  This  supplemental 
questionnaire  was  sent  in  June  1976  to 
various  owners  of  MFBI’s  to  obtain  In¬ 
formation  on  161  sites  and  281  individual 
units. 

Most  of  the  supplemental  question¬ 
naires  (involving  138  sites  and  246  units) 
were  sent  to  owners  of  MFBI’s  identified 
as  capable  of  burning  coal  in  the  first 
questionnaire  and  which,  in  1974,  burned 
at  least  150,000  barrels  of  oil  (M*  021,000,- 
000  cubk  feet  of  natural  gas  or  a  BTU 
equlvsJent  combination.  These  MFBI’s 
were  chosen  because  of  their  potential 
for  large  fuel  savings  and  the  potential 
low  conversion  costs  to  fuel  saving  ratio. 

The  other  supplemental  questlmi- 
naires  were  sent  to  MFBTs  w^h  had 
indicated  an  Intentlan  to  disoontiniie 
coal  use  (23  sites  at  which  there  were  35 
units). 

In  September  1976,  after  responses  to 
the  supplemental  questionnaires  had 
been  received.  reA  consulted  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  to  obtain  EPA^  best  estimate  as 
to  the  means  by  which  these  MFBTs 
could  bum  coal  and  comply  with  all  ap¬ 
plicable  ah’  pollution  control  requlre- 
raents.  EPA  Indicated  whether  paitieu- 
lar  MFBTs  would  require  upgrading,  or 
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installation  of  electrostatic  precipita¬ 
tors,  installation  of  flue-gas  desulfxirlza- 
tion  devices,  or  whether  the  MPBI  could 
bum  coal  that  would  conform  to  air  pol¬ 
lution  control  requirements  without  pol¬ 
lution  control  equipment. 

n.  Site  specific  analysis. 

Once  FEA  had  gathered  the  supple¬ 
mental  data  relating  to  the  161  sites,  it 
then  conducted  a  technical  analysis  fM* 
each  respondent  to  the  supplemental 
questionnaire. 

FEA  prepared  a  technical  sununary 
based  on  the  Informatlcm  provided  to 
enable  the  Agency  to  analyze  each  re- 
spcmdent’s  potential  amenability  to  re- 
c^t  of  an  NOI.  Hie  technical  smnmary 
consisted  of  the  following  data: 

a.  Expected  remaining  useful  life  (re¬ 
spondent’s  and  FEA’s  estimates) ; 

b.  Unit  capacity; 

c.  Fuel  consumption  for  1975; 

d.  The  last  year  coal  was  burned  at 
the  Installation; 

e.  Costs  of  ccmverting  to  coal.  Includ¬ 
ing  pollution  control  equipment  costs.  If 
any  (respondent’s  and  FEIA’b  estimates) ; 

f.  Type  of  pollution  control  equipment, 

any,  required  (respondent’s  and  EPA’s 

estimates) ;  and 

g.  Other  relevant  factors,  such  as  per¬ 
cent  sulfur  content  in  coal  that  would  be 
required  to  insure  c(Hnpllance  with  en¬ 
vironmental  standards. 

FEA  eliminated  or  deferred  from  fur¬ 
ther  consideraticm  those  MFBI’s  for 
which  the  following  criteria  were 
applicable: 

a.  Remaining  useful  life  of  the  MFBI 
on  January  1,  1978  would  be  less  than 
one  year  (based  cm  an  exi>ected  useful 
life  of  40  years) ; 

b.  Hie  utilization  factor  of  the  MFBI 
was  less  than  20  percent; 

c.  Space  required  for  coal  use  at  the 
Installation  was  Inadequate  or  unvall- 
able; 

d.  Since  flling  the  original  question¬ 
naire,  the  MFBI  had  been  converted  to 
coal  as  its  primary  energy  source  or  the 
owner  has  certified  that  the  MFBI  will 
be  so  converted  in  the  near  future; 

e.  ITie  MFBI  used  (in  the  latest  year 
for  which  fuel  use  flgures  are  available) 
significantly  less  than  2x10”  Btu’s  of  oil 
or  natural  gas. 

Items  a  or  b  above,  would  prevent  FEA 
from  finding  that  burning  coal  by  the 
MFBI  would  be  practicable.  FEA  as¬ 
sumed  a  forty-year  useful  life  as  a  rea¬ 
sonable  estimate  based  on  general  indus¬ 
trial  averages.  FEA  has  decided  not  to 
analyze  MFBTs  that  have  already  con¬ 
vert^  to  coal,  since  the  basic  piuT>06es 
of  ESECA  have  already  been  accom¬ 
plished  by  such  conversions  and  FEA  has 
concluded  that  its  resomx^es  would  be 
better  allocated  by  c<mcentratlng  cm 
those  MFBI’s  which  are  not  now  burning 
coal. 

Certain  MFBI’s  were  eliminated  from 
further  analysis  upoi  FEA’s  determina¬ 
tion  that  one  or  more  of  the  factors 
which  FEA  must  consider  pursuant  to 
f  305.4(c)  of  its  regulations  would  have 
resulted  in  disqualification  of  a  partic¬ 
ular  MTOI.  Such  eliminations  were  based 
on  factors  such  as  process  fi^  uses  pe¬ 
culiar  to  the  MFBTs,  Inadequate  land  ch: 


space  tar  coed  related  facilities,  iinlque 
or  unusiial  environmental  constraints, 
and  other  similar  disqualifying  cemsid- 
eratiems. 

If  in  FEA’s  Judgment,  analysis  of  the 
summary  informatlmi  raised  issues  that 
required  further  Investigation,  FEA  con¬ 
ducted  visits  to  the  specific  sites.  Site 
visits  were  employed  in  circumstances 
in  which  large  discrepancies  between 
FEA’s  and  the  MFBI’s  cost  estimates 
were  observed,  imusual  technical  prob¬ 
lems  were  presented  by  the  MFBI  with 
respect  to  coal  use,  and  when  other  dis¬ 
parities  occiured  between  the  informa¬ 
tion  submitted  by  the  MFBI  and  that 
developed  independently  by  FEA.  Infor¬ 
mation  developed  during  the  site  visits 
served  to  either  eliminate  an  MFBI  fr<Mn 
further  consideration,  through  the 
aforementioned  criteria,  or  served  to 
demonstrate  that  FEA  should  continue 
its  analysis. 

For  each  MFBI  not  eliminated  through 
any  of  the  above  criteria,  FEIA  has  cal¬ 
culated  the  net  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tial  between  using  coal  as  the  MEFBI’s 
primary  energy  source  and  using  either 
natiu-al  gas  or  petroleum  products. 

A.  Calculation  of  net  operating  cost 
differential.  ’Hie  net  (H>erating  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  consists  of  the  sum  of  (1)  an¬ 
nualized  increased  capital  investment 
costs  required  for  conversion  to  coal,  (2) 
differences  in  operating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  costs  (including  the  fuel  cost  dif¬ 
ferential),  and  (3)  the  potential  tax 
consequences  attendant  to  conversion. 
Initially,  FEA  polorms  two  calculations 
in  determining  the  net  operating  cost 
differential,  one  using  cost  figures 
supplied  by  the  MFBI  and  the  other 
using  FEA’s  own  estimates.  When  the 
MFBI’s  flgxires  are  within  a  reasonable 
range  of  FEA’s  estimates,  FEA  generally 
accepts  the  MFBI’s  flgures.  Gross  dis¬ 
crepancies  are  ecamlned  in  more  detail 
by  FEA  to  determine  the  reastmableness 
of  the  differing  estimates  and  to  rec- 
(mcile  differences. 

The  elements  of  the  three  parts  of  the 
net  operating  cost  differential  are  ex¬ 
plained  below: 

1.  Capital  investment  costs.  The  pri¬ 
mary  element  in  this  part  is  the  cost  of 
equipment  acquisition  and  refurbish¬ 
ment  required  for  conversion  to  coal, 
including  refurbishment  or  acquisition 
of  pollution  control  equipment.  In  deter¬ 
mining  the  estimated  annual  increase 
fixed  costs  to  the  owner  resulting  from 
such  capital  investment,  FEA  calculates 
the  annual  depreciation  of  equ^imoit 
costs  over  the  expected  remainl^  useful 
service  life  of  the  MFBI  (including  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Investment  tax  credit) 
and  adds  the  estimated  annual  cost  of 
capital. 

Annual  depreciation  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

a.  Determine  cost  of  new  equipment 
(including  pollution  ccmtrol  equipment) 
minus  investment  tax  credit  of  10  per- 
c^t. 

b.  Divide  the  flgiu'e  in  a,  above,  by  the 
expected  nanalnlng  useful  life  of  the 
MFBI  after  conversion  iscomjdeted. 
FEA  presumes  that  the  MFBTs  deter¬ 
mination  of  remaining  useful  life  is  cor¬ 


rect  if  it  results  In  a  total  useful  life  of 
at  least  40  years.  Otherwise,  FEA  will 
conduct  a  more  detailed  examination  of 
the  MFBI. 

Calculation  of  the  i^proximate  an¬ 
nual  cost  of  capital  is  as  follows: 

a.  New  and  refurbished  equipment 
costs  minus  the  Investment  tax  credit, 
plus. 

b.  Twice  the  cost  of  land  acquisitions 
required  for  conversions  to  coal  burning. 

c.  The  total  of  1)  and  2)  is  divided  by 
2  and  then  multiplied  by  a  10  percent 
inierest  rate. 

2.  Operating  and  maintenance  costs. 
The  primary  factor  considered  in  this 
calculation  is  the  annual  fuel  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  which  represents  the  difference 
between  operating  the  MFBI  with  coal 
as  its  primary  oiergy  source  in  lieu  of 
petroleum  products  or  natural  gas.  (If 
the  current  supply  of  natural  gas  to  the 
MDFBI  is  curtailed,  then  the  calculation 
of  the  fuel  cost  differential  does  not  in- 
clude  natiiral  gas  as  part  of  the  MFBI’s 
current  fuel  use  to  the  extent  of  that  cur¬ 
tailment.  In  such  cases  the  NOC7D  was 
calculated  on  the  basis  ot  actual  fuel 
usage) .  FEA  has  generally  accepted  the 
coal  price  r^x>rted  by  the  MFBI’s.  If 
FEA  considered  the  stated  price  to  be 
unreasonable,  it  fiuiher  examined  coal 
prices  based  upon  an  analysis  of  delivered 
prices  of  coal  in  the  area  of  the  MFBI 
under  consideration  and  an  analysis  of 
likely  coal  sources.  Projected  coal  use 
after  conversion  was  calcuated  by  con¬ 
verting  latest  annual  fuel  use  data  to  its 
BTU  equivalent  for  coal. 

Determination  of  the  differential  relat¬ 
ing  to  labor  costs  and  the  differential 
relating  to  other  (H>erating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  costs  was  based  upon  estimates 
supplied  by  MFBI’s. 

3.  Potential  tax  effects.  Federal  and 
state  tax  rates  have  been  applied  to  the 
net  operating  cost  differential  to  deter¬ 
mine  maximiun  potential  tax  effects  re¬ 
sulting  fimn  a  Prohibition  Order. 

If  the  NOCD  for  an  MFBI  was  positive, 
i.e.,  projects  an  increase  in  annual  costs 
of  operations,  then  a  calculation  of  the 
cost  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  was  performed 
by  dividing  the  NODC  by  the  niunber  of 
barrels  of  oil  actually  used  on  an  annual 
basis  (or,  if  the  MFBI  was  a  natural  gas 
user,  the  niunber  of  barrels  of  oil  which 
would  be  required  to  replace  the  gas 
use  on  an  equivalent  Btu  ImisIs).  This 
figure  (cost  per  barrel  of  oil  saved)  was 
then  considered  in  terms  of  the  number 
of  barrels  of  oil  and/or  MCF  of  natural 
gas  that  would  be  saved  by  issuance  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  the  effect  of  the 
NOCD  on  the  MFBI  owner’s  operating 
expenses,  as  well  as  various  environ¬ 
mental  and  other  factors  in  reaching  the 
final  determination  as  to  which  candi¬ 
dates  should  receive  an  NOI. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  much  of  the  in¬ 
formation  used  by  FEA  to  make  its  prac¬ 
ticability  findings  is  arguably  confidential 
under  18  U.8.C.  1905.  Hierefore.  such 
information  has  not  i^peared  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix  to  the  NOI.  The  calculati<ms  have 
been  explained  In  each  case  and  the  data 
are  available  to  the  representatives  of 
the  owner  of  the  MFBI. 
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Any  questl(»8  regarding  this  Notice 
should  be  directed  to  the  FEA  National 
Office  as  follows:  Federal  Energy  Ad¬ 
ministration,  Code  OCU  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der;  - Installation) . 

Washington,  D.C.  20461  (202)  566-7941. 

(Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  C^oordl- 
nation  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C.  791  et  seq.),  as 
amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-163:  Federal  Energy 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Chesapeake  Corporation  shall  be  referred 
to  as  the  "owner”  and  as  "Chesapeake".  West 
Point  Mill  Unit  8  shall  be  referred  to  as 
the  "MFBI”  and  as  "West  Point  8”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22.  1974. 
West  Point  8  had  the  capability  and  neces¬ 
sary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Chesapeake,  in  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Sec¬ 
tion  II,  Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (FcMm  FEA 
(;-602-S-0),  filed  on  May  12,  1975,  Indicated 
that  the  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  22, 
1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning 
coal.  The  boiler  had  been  designed  and 
constructed  or  modified  to  burn  coal  as  Its 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22, 1974,  the  MFBI  may  not 
have  been  burning  coal  as  Its  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source. 

B.  Based  on  information  Chesapeake  filed 
with  FEA  dated  July  21,  1976,  and  other  In¬ 
formation  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  at  West  Point 
8  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refurbished 
In  order  for  the  MFBI  to  burn  coal  as  Its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source: 

1.  Unloaders. 

2.  Conveyors. 

3.  Crushers. 

4.  Pulverizers. 

5.  Feeders. 

6.  Combustors. 

7.  Soot  blowers. 

8.  Instrumentation  and  controls. 

9.  Ash  handling  and  ponding  equipment. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  June  22, 
1974,  West  Point  8  had  all  oth«r  significant 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

O.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  para¬ 
graph  B.  above,  do  not  Individually  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESSCA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  West  Point  8  is  practicable  and  con- 
-  slstent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This  pro¬ 
posed  finding  Is  based  upon  an  analysis  by 


Admlnlstratton  Act  of  1974  (18  UJ3.C.  761 
et  seq.),  as  amanded  by  Pnb.  U  94-388;  S.O. 
11790  (39  FR  23188) .) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.  May  9 
1977. 

Euc  J.  Fygi, 

Acting  General  Counsel, 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 


FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  this  boiler 
for  the  period  1973-1978,  the  remaining  use¬ 
ful  service  life  of  the  bollw  after  conversion, 
the  net  operating  cost  differential  that  would 
result  from  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order,  as  well  as  the  fates  and  Interpretations 
referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 
1.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. — a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  estimated 
initial  capital  Investment  costs.  Including 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  at  West  Point  8  have  been  determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  in¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  appUcable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  Information 
supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

e.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/ or.  In 
appropriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA's  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Wa8t  Point  8  will 
result  In  a  decrease  In  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based 
on  the  factors  stated  In  peuttgraphs  A.la.-c., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  boiler  after  conversion, 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  annual  op¬ 
erating  cost  differential  (which  represents 
the  difference  between  operating  the  boiler 
with  coal  and  alternate  futi(s)  as  Its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source) ,  resulting  from  the  con¬ 
version  of  West  Point  8  will  represent  an 
annual  savings. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provided  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  West  Point  8  is 
reasonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  Chesapeake  will 
Incur  additional  capital  Investment  costs. 
Including  financing  costs,  and  additional  an¬ 
nual  operating  and  maintenance  costs,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience  an 
annual  savings  In  Its  total  fuel  costs  for  the 
expected  remaining  iiseful  service  life  of  the 
boiler  after  conversion. 


Efinoe  an  inerecMed  costs  of  conversion 
will  be  offset  by  the  decrease  in  furt  coats, 
a  net  decrease  in  the  annual  cost  ot  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  boiler  shouM  result. 

The  use  of  coal  at  West  Point  8  will  re¬ 
sult  In  a  substantial  annual  savings  of  bar¬ 
rels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would  be  used  as 
boiler  fuel. 

PEA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  In¬ 
crease  In-  capital  Investment  costs  and  op¬ 
erating  and  maintenance  costs  at  West  Point 
8  are  totally  offset  by  the  current  fuel  coat 
differential  between  oil  and  coal  burning 
at  West  Point  8,  and  potential  future  In¬ 
creases  In  the  fuel  cost  differential  in  favor 
of  coal,  the  additional  costs  associated  with 
burning  coal  are  reasonable. 

3.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  PEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  by  West  Point  8  would  be 
economically  feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took 
Into  consideration  the  financial  capability 
of  the  owner  and  Is  based  upon  the  owner's 
financial  position  as  reported  In  the  Dun 
and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March 
1977) .  Where  necessary,  PEA  performed  an 
Independent  analysis  of  the  owner's  finan¬ 
cial  capability,  considering  such  factors  as 
the  owner’s  current  financial  statement  and 
the  additional  capital  Investment  required 
for  the  owner  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and 
all  other  NOI's  which  are  currently  under 
consideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  or  Construction  Order,  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  if  any,  issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBI's 
owned  by  Chesapeake.  FEA  related  these  ad¬ 
ditional  capital  Investment  costs  to  the  total 
capitalization  of  Chesapeake  and  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  aftm*  conversion  of  West 
Point  8. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect^  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Chesapeake  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  biumlng  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  has  been 
determined.  FEA  also  took  Into  consideration 
total  annual  costs  resulting  from  compliance 
with  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date, 
if  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of 
ESECA  to  Chesapeake  MFBI’s. 

However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  currently  under  consideration,  Chesa¬ 
peake’s  total  annual  costs  after  conversion 
should  decrease. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA. — Because  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  West  Point  8  will  discourage 
the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  increased  use  of  coal, 
FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action 
would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  in  meet¬ 
ing  the  essential  needs  of  the  United  States 
for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  la  required  to  conduct  prlmr  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  neoesstty 
for  this  MFBI  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  other  iqipllcable  environmental 


Appendix 

proposed  findings  and  rationale  for  NOTICX  or  intention  to  issue  a  paOHDITION  ORDER 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions 
■re  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No. 

OWIHT 

Installation 

Unit  No.  Location 

OCU-OtOO . 

.  Cliesapeakc  rori> . 

...  West  Point  Mill . 

_  8  West  Point,  Va. 

FfOERAL  REGISTER,  VOL  42.  NO.  96— WEDNESDAY,  MAY  18,  1977 


25626 


NOTICES 


protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  West 
Point  8  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose 
of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist  In 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  is  con¬ 
sistent,  to  the  frillest  extent  practicable, 
with  existing  national  commitments  to 
protect  and  improve  the  environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
trill  be.  available  to  this  MFBl  during  the 
period  until  December  31,  1984. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  futme.  U.8.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is 
currently  technically  and  economically  re¬ 
coverable  (Demonstrated  Coed  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May 
1976)  (hereafter  “BOM  Survey’*]).  Within 
these  recoverable  reserves  approximately  200 
billion  tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur 
by  weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quan¬ 
tities  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be 
available,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies 
referenced  herein,  which  together  provide 
the  best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  avaHa- 
blUty  for  the  period  ending  December  31, 
1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suffi¬ 
cient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980, 
plans  fc»'  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total  UB. 
demand  expected  in  1985.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  it  will  be  practicable  to 
produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quantities: 

Production  potential 


Year;  {million  tons) 

1977  . 732.3 

1978  .  791.8 

1979  . 851.4 

1980  . 911.7 

1981  . .  960.  0 

1982  . .  994.  3 

1983  . 1,017.4 

1984  .  1,028.7 

1986  .  1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafter  "Availability  Report”), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  {million  tons) 

1978  - 134.3 

1979  - - -  243. 1 

1980  _  293.3' 

1981  . .  360.0 

1982  .  369.9 

1983  . .  396.2 

1984  . . . .  475.6 

1985  . r..  544  9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  KSSCA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA,  is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  . . 730 

1979  .  764 

1980  . .  799 

1981  . 842 

1982  . 887 

1983  . . - .  935 

1984  .  985 

1985  . 1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more  than 
the  following  (“Availability  Report”). 


Demand 

Year:  {million  tons) 

1978  . . 11.0 

1979  . . 22.4 

1980  . . 32.6 

1981  . 35.8 

1982  .  57. 4 

1983  . 69.8 

1984  .  59.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  this  MFBI.  The  survey  is  based 
on  data  from  31  mining  companies  that  sup¬ 
plied  useful  Information  on  96  mining  units. 
Responses  from  these  companies  identified 
planned  production  of  coal  which  is  not  now 
committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For  those  com¬ 
panies  which  did  not  respond  to  the  survey, 
FEA  estimated  their  uncommitted  planned 
production  based  on  their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for  this 
MFBI.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report”  has  de¬ 
termined  that  a  holler  of  the  type  used  at 
West  Point  8  will  be  able  to  bum  coal  of  the 
following  characteristics  and  comply  with 
all  iqiplioable  air  pollution  control  require¬ 
ments. 


Btu’s/lb.  . . ‘10,000 

Moisture  (percent) _  *16 

Ash  (percent) _  *20 

Volatile  (percent) _  *  16 

Ash  softening  temp  ( •  F) _  *  2, 200 


Bulfxir  (approximately)  (percent)..  *1.5 

‘  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 

b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
MFBI.  *1116  potential  demand  for  coal,  of  the 
type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 

Demand 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1980  and  thereafter _ 130 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report"  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described  In 
paiagnq>h  A.3.a.,  above.  Is  uncommitted  to 
a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially  avail¬ 
able  to  this  MFBI  In  a  nationwide  market  as 


follows : 

Production 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  .  67,937 

1979  . . 127,138 

1980  . 158,932 

1981  _  189,318 

1982  . 200,259 

1983  .  314,838 

1984  . 253.700 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
'The  national  {banned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authortty  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above,  is  no  more  than  the  following 
(“Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Y ear :  ( thousand  tons ) 

1978  .  11,032 

1979  _  23,434 

1980  _  32,483 

1981  _  35.755 

1982  .  57,362 

1983  - _ 59,816 

1984  . 69,815 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  In  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  this  MFBI  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  the  MFBI)  from  BOM  Districts  1  through 
6  as  follows  (“Availability  Report”) : 


Production 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  . 6,771 

1979  . 11,338 

1980  - •_ . . 14,018 

1981  .  16,565 

1982  . 17,425 

1983  . 18,478 

1984  . 22,504 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  6  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  *17118  potential  regional  demand  is  es¬ 
timated  in  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  to  be 
no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  . . : . . .  2,090 

1979  _  4, 268 

1980  _ _  6,  504 

1981  _  7, 369 

1982  _  17, 258 

1983  _  19,298 

1984  _ 19,298 

g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from  BOM 
Districts  1  through  6  with  a  1.41-1.81  percent 
sulfur  content  (which  includes  the  1.5  per¬ 
cent  maximum  sulfur  content  described  in 
paragraph  A.34i.,  above)  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  the  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  is  estimated  in  FEA’s  "Availability 
Report”  to  be  no  more  than  the  following; 

Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 

Year:  1.41-1.8 

1978  .  1,915 

1979  . V .  3,046 

1980  _ 4,466 

1981  _ 6,322 
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Dtmtmmd 
(AOVMPMI  tOM) 
penmUtmlfmr 

Tear:  1.41-lM 

1982  . —  8, 818 

1983  . . -  8.  818 

1984  . .  8,818 

The  regional  planned  production  of  ooal 
stated  In  paragrt^h  AJI.e,  ahoee,  with  the 
oharacteitstlcs  described  In  paragraph  A.8.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  BSBCA 
regional  demand  for  coal  by  siilfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

8.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report” 
baa  Identified  nationally  and  In  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  6  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  West 
Point  8  as  described  In  paragraph  A.3a., 
above.  FEIA  proposes  to  find  that  this  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  exists  In  amounts  sufficient  In 
any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  oofU,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  frmn  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Pro- 
blMtlon  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  tor  this  MFBI  will  probably  be  bought 
from  producers  according  to  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationships  related  to  the  MFBI’s 
location  from  BOM  Districts  1  throiigh  6. 
FEA  observes,  however,  that  the  MFBI  could 
purchase  coal  in  other  markets  as  such  pro¬ 
duction  becomes  available.  (The  Feasibility 
of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coal 
by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  In  the 
Period  1978  and  Beyond.  School  of  Engineer¬ 
ing,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  November  7, 
1976.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBI  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  TranspOTtation  Availability  Re¬ 
port,  April  1977,  (hereafter  "Transportation 
Availability  Report"),  ooal  for  West  Pcrfnt  8 
would  probably  come  from  BOM  District  2 
as  the  primary  supply  area  and  from  BOM 
District  7  as  the  alternate  supply  area.  While 
these  supply  regions  are  the  nearest  avafl- 
able  sources  able  to  supply  complying  coal 
to  the  plant,  cmnplylng  coed  could  be  trans¬ 
ferred  by  rail  from  other  Identified  sources 
vrlthin  the  United  States  as  well.  The  analysis 
of  transportation  availability  is  iMsed  on  the 
most  likely  route  as  well  as  two  alternate 
routes.  These  routes  were  chosen  to  demon¬ 
strate  transportation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  tar  West  Point  8  Is 
to  originate  ooal  near  Rockwood,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  in  BOM  District  2  on  the  Baltimore  and 
Ohio  (Cbessle  System)  which  would  move  It 
to  Alexandria,  Virginia.  The  Richmond,  Fred¬ 
erick  and  Potomac  (RF&P)  would  move  It 
to  Richmond,  Virginia  where  the  Southern 
Railway  would  pick  It  up  for  delivery  to 
West  Point  8.  The  total  rail  distance  Is  about 
360  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  originates  eo«J  In  BOM  District  2 
<m  Consolidated  Railroad  Corporation  (Oon- 
Rail) .  ConRall  would  move  the  coal  via  Hhr- 
rlsburg,  Pennsylvania,  and  Baltimore,  Mary¬ 
land  to  Washington,  D.C.  The  RFAP  would 
then  move  the  coal  to  Richmond,  Virginia 
where  the  Southern  Railway  would  pick  It 
up  for  delivery  to  West  Point  8.  The  totol 
rail  distance  Is  about  460  miles. 

An  alternate  route  freun  the  alternate 
supply  area  would  originate  coal  In  BOM 
District  7  In  the  area  of  Radfiwd,  Virginia 
on  the  Norfolk  and  Western  (NAW). 

NAW  :wou]d  move  the  ooel  to  BuikevUle, 
Virginia  where  the  Southern  Railway  would 


pick  tt  up  for  dMlvsry  to  West  Petot  8.  The 
total  raa  dlstanoe  ts  about  268  miles. 

8.  Orifftnatinif  tnoiA  carrier.  The  Chessle 
System,  the  originating  cairler  of  ooel  for 
West  Point  8,  has  approximately  76,000  hop¬ 
per  cars  In  service  with  plans  to  add  8,000 
more  In  the  near  future.  Using  an  average 
number  of  20  deliveries  per  year  per  77-t<m 
car.  the  Chessle  may  need  as  many  as  120 
additional  cars  to  handle  the  increased  de¬ 
mand  from  West  Point  8.  This  estimated  as¬ 
sumes  that  the  railroad  would  neither  have 
excess  originating  ciq>aclty  nor  obtain  cars 
from  other  carriers  In  the  culglnatlng  vlcin- 
dty.  Chessie's  capacity  to  build  new  hopper 
cars  In  Its  own  shops  exceeds  2,800  per  year, 
and  It  anticipates  no  significant  constraints 
In  adding  adequate  capacity  for  all  foresee¬ 
able  demands. 

FEA’s  "’Transportation  Availability  Report” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  transporting  coal.  This 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
capacity.  Including  unloading  docks,  where 
applicable,  and  took  Into  account  projections 
made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated 
demand  for  all  types  of  transportation  fa- 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  RA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Inten¬ 
tion  (NOI)  to  issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Oontinented  Forest  Industries,  A  Member 
of  The  Continental  Oroup,  Inc.,  shall  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  "owner”  and  as  “Continen¬ 
tal”.  HopeweU  Mill  Uhlts  8  and  8  shaU  bo 
referred  to  as  the  “MFBI’s”  and  as  "Hope- 
well  2  and  3”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Hopewell  2  and  3  had  the  ciq>ablllty 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal. 
’This  proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts 
and  Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Continental,  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section 
n.  Questions  6,  and  18-14,  (Form  RA  C- 
602-8-0)  filed  on  May  20,  1978,  Indicated 
that  each  MRI  had  In  place  on  June  22, 
1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning 
coal.  The  boilers  had  been  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  their 
prinuuT  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974.  the  MRI’s  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Continental  filed 
with  FEA  dated  September  80,  1976,  and 
other  information  available  to  RA,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  plant  equipment  and  facilities  at 
HopeweU  2  and  8  would  have  to  be  acquired 
or  refurbished  In  order  for  these  MFBI’s  to 
bum  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Unloaders. 

2.  Conveyors. 

3.  Crushers. 

4.  Pulverizers. 

6.  Feeders. 

6.  Burners. 

7.  Ash  handling  and  loading  equipment. 


duties  assuming  aU  MRTs  studied  were  to 
receive  ordw  under  Section  8(a)  of  BSBCA. 

’The  Chessle  Indicated  that  transportation 
faculties  at  mine  sites  within  BOM  District 
2  served  by  the  Chesste  are  In  good  condi¬ 
tions  and  that  loading  facilities  could  handle 
the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  iq>parent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Designation  carrier  and  MFBI  facilities. 
’The  Southern  Railway  provides  freight  serv¬ 
ice  to  West  Point  8.  Chesapeake  reports  that 
coal  was  burned  at  West  Point  8  until  1988 
but  that  some  modernization  of  their  coal 
receiving  and  storage  facilities  would  be  de¬ 
sirable.  It  Is  expected  that  these  repairs  can 
be  accomplished  prior  to  the  effective  date 
for  coal  burning.  There  are  no  other  obsta¬ 
cles  to  the  delivery  of  coal  to  West  Point  8. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facil¬ 
ities  wiU  be  avaUable  tor  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect 
since  no  major  constraints  to  coal  deUvery 
over  the  primary  route  to  West  Point  8  pres¬ 
ently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are  avail¬ 
able. 


C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Hopewell  2  and  3  had  aU  other  signifi¬ 
cant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  IndlvlduaUy  or  In 
comblrmtlon  constitute  a  lack  of  capabUlty 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natviral 
gas  at  Hopewell  2  and  3  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  ’This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  upon  an  analysis 
by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  these 
boilers  for  the  pM'iod  1973-1978,  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  service  life  of  each  boiler  after 
conversion,  the  net  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tial  that  would  resrilt  from  compliance  with 
a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. — a.  Capi¬ 
tal  investment  costs.  ’The  total  estimated 
Initial  capital  Investment  costs.  Including 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning 
of  coal  at  Hopewell  2  and  3  have  been  de¬ 
termined. 

’This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
cmnpllanoe  with  the  atr  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 


APPKNDm 

PROPOSKD  FINDINGS  AND  XATIONALK  FOR  NOTICS  OP  INTENTION  TO  ISSUX  A  PROHIBITION  ORDER 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohlbltlcm  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MRI) .  FEA  Is  proposed  findings  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MRI’s  named  below.  Supporting  ratlonide  and  conclusions 
are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No. 

Owner 

Installation 

Unit  No. 

Location 

OCr-09S«> . 

Continental  Forest 

Industries,  a 

Hopewell  Mill . 

2 

Hopewell,  Va. 

member  of  the 
Group,  Inc. 

Continental 

3 
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NOTICES 


b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
eo$U.  Tb«  expected  Increase  In  operating  and 
maintenance  costa,  exclusive  of  fuel  oosts, 
that  would  result  from  tbe  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  Information 
supplied  by  tbe  owner  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  Infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  tbe  ownn.  and/or.  In 
appropriate  clrciunstances.  upon  PEA’S  fuel 
cost  estimates.  FEIA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petrolevim  products  at  Hopewell  2  and  3  will 
result  In  a  decrease  In  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based  on 
tbe  factors  stated  in  paragraphs  A.la.-c,. 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  tbe  boilers  after  conversion,  FEA 

determined  that  tbe  net  annual  operat¬ 
ing  cost  differential  (which  represents  the 
difference  between  operating  the  boilers  with 
coal  and  alternate  fuel(s)  as  their  primary 
energy  source) ,  resulting  fimn  tbs  ccmverslon 
of  Hopewell  2  and  S,  wlU  represent  an  annual 
saving 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  tbe  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provided  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  tbe  conversion  of  Hopewell  2  and  S 
Is  reasonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversion.  Continental  will 
Incur  additional  capital  Investment  costs,  In- 
•lodlng  costs,  and  additional  an¬ 

nual  operating  and  maintenance  costs,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience  an 
enTiin».i  savings  In  Its  total  fuel  costs  for  the 
expected  remaining  useful  service  life  of  tbe 
boilers  after  conversion. 

Since  all  Increased  costs  of  conversion  will 
be  offset  by  the  decrease  in  fuel  costs,  a  net 
decrease  In  the  annual  cost  of  c^eratlon  of 
the  boilers  should  result. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Hopewell  2  and  3  will 
restUt  In  a  substantial  annual  savings  of 
barrels  of  oU  savings  that  otherwise  would 
be  used  as  a  boiler  fuel. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  In¬ 
crease  In  capital  investment  costs  and  apei- 
maintenance  costs  at  Hc^w^  2 
«r.ri  3  are  totally  offset  by  tbe  current  fuel 
cost  differential  between  oU  and  cocU  burning 
at  Hopewell  2  and  3  and  potential  future 
Increases  In  tbe  fu^  cost  differential  in  favor 
of  ooal.  the  additional  costs  associated  with 
burning  coal  are  reasonable. 

S.  Financial  capabtUtg  of  the  owner. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  pn^poses 
to  that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Hopewell  2  and  3  would  be 
economically  feasible.  PEA’S  analysis  took 
Into  consideration  the  financial  ciq>ablllty 
of  the  owner  and  Is  based  upon  the  owner’s 
financial  position  as  reported  In  the  Dun 
and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March 
1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA  performed  an 
Independent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  finan¬ 
cial  capability,  considering  such  factors  as 
the  owner’s  current  financial  statement  and 
the  additional  capital  investment  required 
for  the  owner  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and 
all  other  NOPs  which  are  currently  under 
consideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Ordna,  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  2(a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to 
MFBI’s  owned  by  Continental.  FEA  related 
tbeee  additional  capital  Investment  costs 
to  the  total  c^ltallxatlon  of  Continental 
axxl  the  remaining  useful  life  after  con¬ 
version  of  Hopewtil  2  and  2. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  tbe  financial 
eapabillttes  of  Continental  to  assume  such 
costs. 
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h.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  eon- 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  oosts  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of 
fuel  costs)  associated  with  the  burning 
of  ooal  as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  consider¬ 
ation  has  been  determined.  FEA  also  took 
Into  consideration  total  annual  costs  re¬ 
sulting  from  compliance  with  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to 
Issue  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders, 
and  from  all  outstanding  Pr<dilbitlon  or 
Construction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  ot  Section  2(a)  and  (c)  of 
ESECA  to  Continental  MFBI’s. 

However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting 
aggregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attribut¬ 
able  to  compliance  with  tlhs  NOI  and  all 
other  NOI’s  currently  under  consideration. 
Continental’s  total  annual  costs  after  con¬ 
version  should  decrease. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA. — Because  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Hopewell  2  and  3  will  discour¬ 
age  the  use  of  natimil  gas  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  and  encourage  the  Increased  use  of  coal, 
FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action 
would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meet¬ 
ing  the  essential  needs  of  tbe  United  States 
tar  fuels. 

On  the  basis  ot  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prl<^  to  Is¬ 
suance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
these  MFBI’s  to  ccunply  with  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  other  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to  con¬ 
clude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Hopewell 
2  and  3  would  be  consistent  with  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  as¬ 
sist  In  meeting  the  essential  needs  ot  the 
United  States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which 
Is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practi¬ 
cable,  with  existing  national  commitments 
to  protect  and  Improve  the  environment. 

m.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  these  MFBFs  during  the 
period  until  December  31, 1934. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  ooal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  natlcmal  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UjB.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  ooal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is 
currently  technically  and  economically  re¬ 
coverable  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1074,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1976) 
(hereafter  "BOM  Survey’’)).  Within  these 
reoovomble  reserves  approximately  200  billion 
tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
wel^t.  ’To  determine  when  certain  quanti¬ 
ties  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be 
available,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies 
referenced  herein,  which  together  provide 
the  best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  avail¬ 
ability  for  the  period  ending  December  SI, 
1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  natiemal  coal  de¬ 
mand.  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommit¬ 
ted  planned  national  coal  iwoductlon  (de¬ 
rived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  ooal  pro¬ 
ducing  companies)  shows  that  there  should 
be  sufficient  production  of  ooal  to  meet  the 
total  national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond 
1980,  plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet 
fully  developed  because  few  coal  producers 
have  firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that 
far  Into  the  future;  however,  tbe  projected 
total  planned  national  coed  production  for 
1985  already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total 
UJB.  demand  expected  in  1986.  With  time. 


more  potential  mine  developments  will  be¬ 
come  firm  plans,  thus  increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  National  ooal  production.  It  Is  conserva- 
tlvdy  estimated  that  It  will  be  practlcaUe  to 
produce  ooal  nationally  In  at  least  the  f(M- 
lowlng  quantities: 


Production 

Potential 

Tear:  {milUontons) 

1977  . - _  782. 3 

1978  -  791.  6 

1979  . . .  851.  4 

1980  -  911.7 

1981  . .  980.  0 

1982  . . . .  994.  8 

1988  -  1,017.4 

1984  . 1,028.7 

1965  -  1,029.6 


’Ihe  figures  shown  above  are  derived  frmn 
FKA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  Tills  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  few  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1986  projectlcm.  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potenUal. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report, 
1977.  (hereafter  "Availability  Report"), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  natlcmwlde  pro¬ 
duction  of  imcommltted  ooal  as  follows: 


Tear: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 
1988 


Production 
(milHon  tons) 

- 124.8 

-  243.  1 

_  293.8 

-  350.0 

-  369.9 

-  398.2 

_  476.6 

-  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  ’The  estln^ted  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  frmn  FEA  action  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  S(a)  of  ESECA,  Is  as  fol¬ 
lows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Tear:  {million  tons) 

1978  — . 730 

1979  .  764 

1980  .  799 

1981  _  842 

1982  .  887 

1983  _  936 

1984  _  985 

1986  . 1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  Tbe  estimated  potential  demand  for 
ooal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no 
more  than  the  following  ("Availability 
Report") : 


Demand 

Tear:  {million  tons) 

1978  .  11,0 

1979  _ 22.4 

1980  _ 32.6 

1981  . 36.8 

1982  _ 67.4 

1088  _  60.8 

1984  _  69.8 


3.  Charaeteristie  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report"  Identi¬ 
fies  ooal  of  spedfie  quality  characterlsUcs 
available  for  use  at  these  MFBI’s.  Tbe  sur¬ 
vey  is  based  on  data  from  31  mining  com¬ 
panies  that  supplied  useful  Information  on 
96  mining  units.  Responses  from  these  com¬ 
panies  Identtfled  planned  production  of  ooal 
which  Is  hot  now  eommltted  to  a  specific 
buyer.  For  those  companies  whlcb  did  not 
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rwpoDd  to  tbe  surrey.  FKA  ssttmsted  tbm^ 
nnoommltted  produetton  tossed  od 

tbelr  1074  produotton. 

s.  CharacteriMtfe  coat  r*(jtrtrgm*nt$  for 
Mtete  MFEVt.  RA's  “Arsllsblll^  Beport* 
toss  determined  ttost  tooUen  at  ttoe  type  used 
St  Hopewell  a  snd  8  will  toe  stole  to  toum 
oosl  of  taie  f<dlowlng  ctosrsctetlstlcs  sad  eom- 
jdy  wltto  sll  applicable  air  pollution  control 
requirements. 


Btu’s/lb  . >10,000 

Moisture  (percent) _  *  15 

Aato  (percent) _  *  ao 

VolstUe  (percent) - - ‘16 

Asto  softening  temp.  ( *F) _  '  2. 2(X) 


Sulfur  (approximately)  (percent)..  >1.8 

>  Minimum. 

>  Maximum. 

to.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
MFBVt.  Ttoe  potential  demand  for  coal,  of  the 
type  described  above,  whlcto  would  result 
from  this  NOT  Is  estimated  to  be  as  f<^low8: 

* 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
Tear:  1980  and  thereafter _  160 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  PEA'S  "Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described  In 
paragraph  A.34i.,  above.  Is  uncommitted  to 
s  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially  avail¬ 
able  to  these  RfPBI's  In  a  nationwide  market 
as  follows : 

Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  _ 67.937 

1979  . 127,138 

1980  _ 158,932 

1981  _ _ 189,318 

1982  _ _ 200,259 

1983  _ 214,838 

1984  . 253,700 

d.  National  ESSCA  pnOiitHtion  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  AEx., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from 
this  NOI.  from  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Is¬ 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  3(a) 
of  ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  In  paragraph 
Afi.c.,  above,  la  no  more  than  the  following 
("Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  . .  11,082 

1979  . .  22,434 

1980  _ _ 32.483 

1981  . . . —  35,765 

1982  .  67,363 

1983  . 59,815 

1984  . 69,815 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribe  In  paragraph  A.S.a..  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
these  MFBI's  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  -these  MFBI's)  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8 
and  13  as  follows  ("Availability  Report”) : 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  _ _ 26,033 

1979  . - .  47,383 

1980  . . — .  53,082 

1981  - . - .  61,661 

1983  .  68,364 

1988  _ - _  70,553 

1984  . 80.964 
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f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de- 
Msmd  for  coal,  regardleee  of  cHaraeteristies. 
The  e^MCted  regtonal  prodoetloa  of  eharae- 
terlstle  ooal.  as  stated  tn  paragraph  A.8.e.. 
atoove,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  ooal 
regardless  of  characterlstle  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7.  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Prohlbltl<m  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  \mder  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  is 
estimated  In  RA's  "Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  _  3. 268 

1979  . .  9.  149 

1980  .  16,321 

1981  .  18,005 

1982  . 23,682 

1983  . 24,095 

1984  .  24,096 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from  BOM 
Districts  7,  8  and  13  with  a  1.41-3.2  percent 
sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the  1.8  per¬ 
cent  maximum  sulfur  content  described  In 
paragraph  Afi.a.,  above)  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  Is  estimated  in  FEA's  "Availability 
Report"  to  be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 
[thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 

Ye.ir;  ‘  1.41  to  2.2 

1978  . 288 

1979  . 1,C42 

1980  . 1,918 

1980  . 1,918 

1981  . 1,918 

1982. . 1,918 

1983  . 1,918 

1984  . ; . 1,918 


The  regional  planned  production  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  Afi.e..  above,  with  tlie 
cbaracteiisUcs  described  In  paragriqjh  A. 3 .a., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  cbaracter- 
istle. 

4.  State  or  local  laics.  FEA  has  found  no 
State  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  ooal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA's  attention. 

5  Conclusion.  FEA's  "Availability  Report” 
has  identified  nationally  and  In  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  uncommitted  ooal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Hope- 
well  3  and  3  as  described  In  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this  uncom¬ 
mitted  ooal  exists  in  amounts  sufllcient.  In 
any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI's  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply /draoand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8 
and  13.  RA  observes,  however,  that  the 
MRI's  could  purchase  ooal  In  other  mar¬ 
kets  as  such  production  becomes  available. 
(The  Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded 
Use  of  Weston  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  East¬ 
ern  Utilities  In  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond. 
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School  of  Engineering,  University  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  November  7, 1976.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBI’s  and  coal  supplg.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re- 
pwt,  April  1977,  (hereafter  '*Tranq|x>rtatlon 
Availability  Report”),  ooal  for  Hopewell  3 
and  3  would  probably  come  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  as  both  the  primary  and  alternate 
source  of  supply.  While  these  supply  regions 
are  among  the  nearest  available  source  able  to 
supply  complying  ooal  to  the  plant,  comply¬ 
ing  ooal  could  be  transferred  by  rail  from 
other  Identified  sources  within  the  United 
States  as  well.  The  analysis  of  transportation 
availability  is  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
as  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Hopewell  2  and  3 
is  to  originate  coal  near  Andover  in  South¬ 
western  Virginia.  BOM  District  8  on  the  Nor¬ 
folk  and  Western  (NAW)  which  would  haul  it 
via  Lynchburg  and  Petersburg.  Virginia,  to 
Hopewell  3  and  3.  The  total  rail  distance  Is 
approximately  390  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  originates  coal  on  the  Southern  Rail¬ 
way  which  would  haul  coal  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  to  Bristol,  Tennessee.  The  NAW  would 
then  move  It  via  Roanoke  to  Alberta,  Virginia, 
where  the  Seaboard  Coast  Line  (SCL)  would 
pick  up  the  coal  for  delivery  to  Hopewell  2 
and  3.  The  total  rail  distance  is  about  420 
miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup¬ 
ply  area  originates  coal  near  Clinton,  Tennes¬ 
see.  in  BOM  District  8  on  the  Southern  Rail¬ 
way  which  would  move  the  coal  to  Bristol. 
Tennessee.  The  NAW  would  move  it  via  Roa¬ 
noke,  Virginia,  to  Alberta,  Virginia,  where  the 
SCL  would  pick  up  the  coal  for  delivery  to 
Hopewell  2  and  3.  Tire  total  rail  distance  is 
approximately  470  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  NAW. 
originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Hopewell  2  and 
3,  has  approximately  54.000  hopper  cars  with 
an  estimated  average  capacity  of  83  tons. 
Using  an  avwage  number  of  deliveries  of  20 
per  year  per  83-ton  car,  the  NAW  may  need 
as  many  as  110  additional  cars  by  1979  to 
handle  the  increased  demand  from  Hopewell 
3  and  3.  This  estimate  assumes  that  the  rall- 
roiul  would  neither  have  excess  originating 
capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers 
in  the  originating  vicinity. 

The  NAW  Indicated  that  the  retirements 
from  its  hopper  fleet  are  not  expected  to 
exceed  1,200  per  year  and  that  NAW  has 
shop  capacity  to  build  1,6<X)  to  5,000  new 
cars  per  year,  depending  on  demand. 

FEA’s  "Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port”  concluded  that  for  all  potential  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  candidates  studied,  there 
would  be  no  major  constraints  In  transport¬ 
ing  coal.  Tbl.s  study  examined  existing  rail 
transportation  car  capacity,  water  transpor¬ 
tation  capacity.  Including  unloading  doclos, 
where  applicable,  and  took  Into  account 
projections  made  by  sll  carriers  to  meet  the 
anticipated  demand  for  all  types  of  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  assuming  all  MFBI's 
studied  were  to  receive  order  under  Section 
2(a)  of  ESECA. 

The  NAW  Indicated  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  at  mines  sites  within  BOM  District  8 
served  by  NAW  are  operating  satisfactorily 
that  loading  facilities  are  adequate  to 
handle  the  Increased  coal  voliimes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  iqiparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
earners  shoiild  they  be  \ised. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facilities. 
Hopewell  2  and  8  are  served  by  both  the 
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N&W  and  SCL.  Continental  reported  Uiat 
coal  had  been  burned  as  a  boiled  fuel  at 
Hopewell  2  and  3  until  the  1969-1971  period. 
Both  the  N&W  and  SCL  tracks  are  now  used 
for  heavy  freight  service.  There  are  no  other 
obstacles  to  the  delivery  of  coal  to  Hopewell 
2  and  3. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

E.  I.  DuPont  de  Nemours  &  Company  shall 
be  referred  to  as  the  "owner”  and  as  “Du¬ 
Pont”.  Seaford  Plant  Units  2  and  3  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  "MFBI’s”  and  as  “Seaford 
2  and  3”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22,  1974, 
Seaford  2  and  3  bad  the  capability  and 
necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal. 
This  proposed  finding  is  based  on  the  facts 
and  interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  DuPont,  in  a  Major  Fuel  Burning  In¬ 
stallation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section 
II.  Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (Form  FEA  C- 
602-S-0),  filed  on  May  12,  1975,  indicated 
that  each  MFBI  had  in  place  on  June  22, 
1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning 
coal.  The  boilers  had  been  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  or  modified  to  burn  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  MFBI’s  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  information  DuPont  filed  with 
FEA  dated  July  20,  1976,  AprU  7,  1977,  and 
other  information  available  to  FEA,  the 
following  plant  equipment  and  facilities  at 
Seaford  2  and  3  would  have  to  be  acquired 
or  refurbished  in  order  for  these  MFBI's  to 
burn  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Unloaders.. 

2.  Conveyors. 

3.  Crushers. 

4.  Pulverizers. 

5.  Scales. 

6.  Feeders. 

7.  Combustors. 

8.  Air  beaters. 

9.  Soot  blowers. 

10.  Special  instrumentation  and  controls. 

11.  Ash  handling  and  ponding  equipment. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Seaford  2  and  3  had  all  other  significant 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  individually  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  in  lie-’  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Seaford  2  and  3  is  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  piu-poses  of  ESECA.  This 
proposed  finding  is  based  upon  an  analysis 
by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  these 


6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facil¬ 
ities  will  be  avaUable  for  the  period  a  Fro- 
bibltlon  Order  la  expected  to  be  In  effect 
since  no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery 
over  the  primary  route  to  Hopewell  2  and  3 
presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are 
available. 


boUers  for  the  period  1973-1976,  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  service  life  of  each,  boiler  after 
conversion,  the  net  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tial  that  would  restUt  from  compliance  with 
a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and 
interpretations  referenced  below : 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. — a.  Capi¬ 
tal  investment  costs.  The  total  eetlmated 
iniUal  capital  investment  costs,  including 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurblshmMit  of  equip¬ 
ment  and  facTitlee  associated  with  the  btirn- 
ing  of  coal  at  Seaford  2  and  3  have  been 
deter  mlnec 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  InfOTmatlon  and  analysis  as  well  as  in- 
formaUon  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered,  including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  increase  in  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  informsitlon 
supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or,  in 
appropriate  clrctimstances,  upon  FEA’s  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural  gas  ot 
petroleum  products  at  Seaford  2  and  3  will 
result  in  a  decrease  in  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based 
on  the  factors  stated  in  paragraph  A.l.a.-c., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion, 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  annual 
operating  cost  differential  (which  represents 
the  difference  between  operating  the  boilers 
with  coal  and  alternate  fuel(s)  as  their  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source),  resulting  from  the 
conversion  of  Seaford  2  and  3  will  represent 
an  annual  savings. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provided  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Seaford  2  and  3 
is  reasonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  DuPont  will  incur 
additional  capital  investment  costs,  includ¬ 
ing  financing  costs,  and  additional  annual 
operating  and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive 
of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience  an  annual 
savings  in  its  total  fuel  costs  for  the  expected 
remaining  useful  service  life  of  the  boilers 
after  conversion. 

Since  all  increased  costs  of  conversion  will 
be  offset  by  the  decrease  in  fuel  costs,  a  net 
decrease  in  the  annual  cost  of  operation  of 
the  boilers  should  result. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Seaford  2  and  3  will 
result  in  a  substantial  annual  savings  of  bar¬ 


rels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would  be  used  as  a 
boilMT  fuel. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  in¬ 
creased  annual  capital  investment  costs  and 
operating  and  maintenance  costs  at  Seaford 
2  and  3  are  totally  offset  by  the  current  fuel 
cost  differential  between  oil  and  coal  burn¬ 
ing  at  Seaford  2  and  3,  and  potential  future 
Increases  in  the  fuel  cost  differential  in  favor 
of  coal,  the  additional  costs  associated  with 
burning  coal  are  reasonable. 

3.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  by  Seaford  2  and  3  would  be 
economically  feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took 
into  consideration  the  financial  capability  of 
the  owner  and  is  based  upon  the  owner’s 
financial  position  as  reported  in  the  Dun  and 
Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March  1977). 
Where  necessary,  FEA  performed  an  in¬ 
dependent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  financial 
capability,  con8ldei;^g  such  factors  as  the 
owner’s  current  *anmxcial  statement  and  the 
additional  capital  investment  required  fm*  the 
owner  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  which  are  currently  imder  considera¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  related  to  all  othM*  Notices  of  Intention, 
to  date,  if  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Con¬ 
struction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  If  any, 
issued  to  date  under  authmlty  of  Section 
2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBx’s  owned  by 
DuPont.  FEA  related  these  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  to  the  total  capitalization 
of  DuPont  and  the  remaining  useful  life  after 
conversion  of  Seaford  2  and  3. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  DuPont  to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  ’The  total  eetlmated  annual  increase 
in  costs  (amortized  increased  capital  invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  as 
opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are 
currently  vmder  consideration  has  been  de¬ 
termined.  FEA  also  took  into  consideration 
total  annual  costs  resulting  from  compliance 
with  all  othw  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date, 
if  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
ot  Construction  Orders,  if  any,  issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2  (a) 'and  (c)  of 
ESECA  to  DuPont  MFBI’s. 

However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  ciurently  under  consideration,  Du¬ 
Pont’s  total  annual  costs  after  conversion 
should  decrease. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA. — Because  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Seaford  2  and  3  will  discourage 
the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  increased  use  of  coal,  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  in  meeting  the 
essential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
these  MFBI’s  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  other  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to  con¬ 
clude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Seaford  2 
and  3  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose 
of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist  in 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  is  con¬ 
sistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable,  with 
existing  national  commitments  to  protect 
and  Improve  the  environment. 


Appendix 

PROPOSED  FINDINGS  AND  RATIONALE  FOB  NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PROHIBITION  ORDER 

ESECA  and  the  PEA  regulations  require  PEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions 


are  also  set  forth. 

Docket  No.  Owner  Installaiion  Unit  No.  Location 

OCU-1512.1...  E.I.  DuPont  de  NeMours  &  Co...  Seaford  Plant .  2,3  Seaford,  Del. 
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m.  Ooal  oJkt  etM  tranaportatUm  facilitiea 
wiU  be  maUable  to  tKeae  MFBVe  during  the 
period  until  December  31,  1934. 

A.  Ooal  availabiUtg. — 1.  Sational  eoal  re- 
eervee.  United  States  ooal  reeeiree  are  more 
than  Btifflclent  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  lOTSseeabe  futxire.  UD.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show 
a  demonstrated  ooal  reserve  base  at  over  400 
billion  tone,  over  half  of  which  la  currently 
technically  and  eocmomlcally  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1074,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1076) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey") ) .  Within  these  re¬ 
coverable  reserves  approximately.  300  billion 
tons  contain  1  %  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To 
determine  when  certain  quantities  of  these 
reserves  are  expected  to  be  available.  FEA 
has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31,  1084. 

a.  National  coal  production  and  demand. — 
The  MHnparlson,  stated  below  of  estimated 
national  ooal  production,  national  ooal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  imcommltted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suffi¬ 
cient  production  of  ooal  to  met  the  total  na¬ 
tional  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1080, 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  eoal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extent  that  far  into 
the  future;  however,  the  projected  totol 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1986 
already  meets  09%  of  the  total  UJ3.  demand 
expected  In  1086.  With  time,  more  potential 
mine  developments  will  become  firm  plans, 
thus  Increasing  the  planned  production. 


a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conser¬ 
vatively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  product  ooal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 

Production 

potential 

Tear:  {million  tom) 


1977 

1978  _ 

1979  _ 

1980  _ 

1981  _ 

1983  _ 

1983  — 

1084  _ 

1986  _ 


733.3 
791.8 

861.4 

911.7 
980.0 

994.8 
1,017.4 
1,038.7 
1,039.8 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FKA's  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1078).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond  1980. 
The  1986  projection,  therefore,  tends  to  un¬ 
derestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study,  Ooal  Availability  Report, 
April  1077,  (hereafter  "Availability  Report"), 
indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Tear: 


Demand 
{million  tom) 


1978  .  134.8 

1979  .  343.1 

1980  . 393.8 

1981  _  860.0 

1983  . 889.9 

1083  _ 898.3 

1984  _  476.6 

1986  .  644.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESSCA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  RIA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  EBBCA.  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1078  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Tear:  {million  tom) 

1978  . 780 

1979  - 1 _  784 

1980  _  799 

1081  _  843 

1983  .  887 

1983  _  936 

1984  .  086 

1986  .  1,040 


e.  National  ESEOA  proMlHtton'  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
ooal  reeiiltlng  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  mOTe 
than  the  following  (Availability  Report") : 


Tear: 


Demand 

(million 

tom) 


1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


11.0 

32.4 
32.6 

36.8 

67.4 

69.8 
69.8 


3.  Characteristic  eoal  production  and  de¬ 
mand. — FEA's  "Availability  Report"  Iden¬ 
tifies  ooal  of  specific  quality  characteristics 
available  for  use  at  these  MFBI's.  The  sur¬ 
vey  Is  based  cm  data  from  81  mining  com¬ 
panies  that  supplied  useful  Information  on 
98  mining  units.  Responses  from  these  com¬ 
panies  Identified  planned  production  of  ooal 
which  Is  not  now  conunltted  to  a  specific 
buyer.  For  those  cmnpcmles  which  did  not 
respond  to  the  survey.  FEA  estimated  their 
uncommitted  planned  production  based  on 
their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  eoal  requirements  for 
these  MFBVs.  FEA’s  "AvaUablUty  Report" 
has  determined  that  boilers  of  the  type 
used  at  Seaford  3  and  8  will  be  able  to 
bum  coal  of  the  following  characteristics 
and  comply  with  all  i4>pllcable  air  pollution 
control  requlTMnents. 


Btu’s/lb . » 10, 000 

Moisture  (percent _  *  16 

Ash  (percent) _ ... _  *30 

Volatile  (percent) _ _ _  *  18 

Ash  softening  teo^.  (•F) _ *3,300 

Sulfur  (approximately)  (percent)  *1.0 


*  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 


b.  Characteristic  eoal  demand  from  these 
MFBI's.  The  potential  demand  for  ooal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Demand 

{thousand 

torn) 

Tear:  1979  and  thereafter _ 104 

e.  National  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  eooL  FEA’s  "Availability  Report" 
has  determined  that  coal  ot  the  type  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3.a..  above.  Is  un¬ 
committed  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be 
potentially  available  to  these  MFBI’s  In  a 
nationwide  market  as  follows: 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  eoal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
^4  national  planned  production  of  charac- 
coal.*  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.C.. 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  frmn  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.3.C.  above  Is  no  more  than  the  following 
("Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Year:  {thousand  tom) 

1978  . . . .  11,032 

1979  _  22.434 

1980  .  32.483 

1981  . .  36.  766 

1982  .  67.862 

1983  .  69.816 

1984  . . .  69,816 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  sdth  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  AAa..  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
these  MFBI’s  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  these  MFBI’s)  from  BOM  Districts  7.  8 
and  13  as  follows  ("Availability  Report") : 


Production 

Tear:  {tlujusand  tom) 

1978  . . . 19.96a 

1979  _ _ _ 33. 160 

1980  _  87,779 

1981  . 4A348 

1982  . . . .  47.  146 

1983  . 61,293 

1984  . . .  68,891 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  ooal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  r^onal  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  ooal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  AA.e. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  tor 
ooal  regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM 
Districts  7,  8.  and  18  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI.  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohlbltlcm  Orders  Issued 
to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  ot 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  In  FEA’s  "Availability  Report"  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

Tear:  {thousand  tom) 

1978  .  8,288 

1979  .  9.  149 

1980  .  16,771 

1981  . .  18,006 

1982  .  23,682 

1983  _ 24,096 

1984  . 24,096 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  bjf  sulfur  characteristic.  ’The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  Dlstrlcto,  7,  8,  and  13  with  a  0.81-1.4% 
sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the  1.0% 
maximum  siUf\ir  content  described  In  para¬ 
graph  A.Sa.,  above)  resulting  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  la 
estimated  in  FEA’s  "Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Tear 

1978  . 

1979  _ 

1980  _ 

1981 

Production 

(thousand 

tom) 

.  54,090 

_  97,836 

_  134,838 

149,  263 

Tear: 

1978  . . 

1979  . 

1980  _ 

1981 

Demand 
{thousand  tom) 
percent  sulfur 
0.61  to  1.4 

.  2,831 

. 10,484 

1089 

_  188,368 

1082 

_  _  _ 

_  _  18,987 

1988  _ 

1984  . . 

_  170,830 

_  201,207 

1983  . 

1984  . 

. 18,937 

.  18.937 
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The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  in  paragraph  above,  with  the 

characteristics  described  In  paragri^  AA.a,. 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESBCA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws. — FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

6.  Conclusion. — ^FEA’s  “Availability  Report” 
has  Identified  nationally  and  in  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8,  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Seaford 
2  and  3  as  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  exists  in  amounts  sufficient  in 
any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  fsom  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI’s  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply /demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI’s  location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and 
13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  the  MFBI's 
could  purchase  coal  in  other  markets  as 
such  production  becomes  available.  (The 
Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of 
Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
Utilities  in  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond, 
School  of  Engineering,  University  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  November  7, 1976.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBI's  and  coal  supply. — Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port.  April  1977  (hereafter  “Transportation 
Availability  Report”),  coal  for  the  Seaford  2 
and  3  would  probably  come  frcrni  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  as  the  primary  supply  area  and  from 
BOM  District  2  as  the  alternate  supply  area. 
While  these  supply  areas  are  the  nearest 
available  soiu'ces  able  to  supply  complying 
coal  to  the  plant,  complying  coal  could  be 
transferred  by  rail  from  other  identified 
sources  within  the  United  States  as  well. 
The  analysis  of  transportation  availability 
is  based  on  the  most  likely  routes  as  well  as 
two  alternate  routes.  These  routes  were 
chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation  avail¬ 
ability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment. — ^The  primary 
route  far  coal  delivery  for  Seaford  2  and  8  is 
to  originate  coal  in  BOM  District  8  near 
Charleston,  West  Virginia  on  the  Baltimore 
and  Ohio  (Chessle  System) .  The  Chessle  Sys¬ 
tem  would  move  it  via  Hagerstown,  Mary¬ 
land  to  Newark,  Delaware  where  Consoli¬ 
dated  Railroad  Corporation  (Conrall)  would 
pick  it  up  for  delivery  to  Seaford  2  and  8. 
The  total  rail  distance  is  approximately  630 
miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  is  to  originate  coal  in  BOM  District 
8  on  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  (Chessle  Sys¬ 
tem)  whidi  moves  it  via  Covington,  Virginia 
and  Washingtoxi,  D.C.  to  Newark,  Delaware 
where  Conrall  would  pick  it  up  for  delivery 
to  Seaford  2  and  3.  The  total  rail  distance 
is  approximately  660  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  originate  cod  in  BOM  District 
2  in  Allegheny  or  Westmoreland  Counties 
near  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania  on  Conrall, 
which  would  move  it  via  Coatesvllle,  Penn¬ 
sylvania  for  delivery  at  Seaford  2  and  8.  The 
total  rail  distance  is  approximately  360 
miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier. — ^Ihe  Chessle 
System,  originating  carrier  of  ooal  for  Sea- 
ford  2  and  8  has  about  78,000  hopper  can 
with  an  average  ei4>aolty  of  77  tona  Using 
an  average  of  30  ddiverles  per  year  per  77- 
ton  car.  the  Chessle  System  may  need  as 


many  as  86  additional  can  to  handle  the  in¬ 
creased  demand  from  Seafmtl  2  and  3.  This 
estimate  assumes  that  the  railroad  would 
neither  have  excess  originating  ci^MCity  nor 
obtain  can  from  other  carriers  in  the  origi¬ 
nating  capacity  n<»  obtain  cam  from  other 
carriers  in  the  originating  vicinity.  The 
Chessie  System  has  indicated  that  an  existing 
appropriation  to  buy  and  build  new  cars 
will  increctse  their  holdings  to  over  80,000. 

FEA's  “Transportation  Availability  Report" 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studi^  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transporting  coaL  The 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  ci^acity,  arater  tran^>ortatlon  capacity, 
including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and«took  Into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA,  are  based  on  the  information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  develc^ed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NOI)  to  issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Allied  Chemical  shall  be  referred  to  as  the 
“owner”  and  as  “Allied”.  Hopewell  Chemical 
Plant  Unit  12  shall  be  referred  to  as  the 
“MFBI”  and  as  “Hopewell  Chemical  12”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 1974, 
Hopewell  Chemical  12  had  the  capability  and 
necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal. 
This  proposed  finding  is  based  on  the  facts 
and  interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Allied,  in  a  MajcM*  Fuel  Burning  Installa¬ 
tion  Coal  Conversion  Report.  Section  II. 
Questions  6,  and  12-14  (Form  FEA  C-802-S- 
0),  filed  on  May  14,  1976,  indicated  that  the 
MFBI  had  in  place  on  June  22,  1974,  a  boiler 
that  was  capable  of  burning  coed.  The  boiler 
bad  been  designed  and  constructed  or  modi¬ 
fied  to  bum  coal  as  its  primary  energy  source, 
notwithstanding  Uie  fact  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  the  MFBI  may  not  have  been  burning 
ooal  as  its  primary,  energy  sources. 

B.  Based  on  information  Allied  filed  with 
FEA  dated  August  6,  1976,  and  other  Infor- 
matlcm  available  to  FEA,  the  following  plant 
equipment  and  facilities  at  Hopewell  Chemi¬ 
cal  12  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refur¬ 
bished  in  order  tor  this  MFBI  to  burn  coal 
as  its  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Bunkers 

2.  Soot  blower 

3.  Burner 

4.  Oonveyw 

6.  Pulverizers 

6.  Scales 

7.  FeedMS 

8.  Unloaders 

9.  Ash  handling  equipment 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22. 
1974,  Hopewell  Chemical  12  had  all  other 
significant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  individually  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capaMllty 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 


assuming  all  MFBI’s  studied  were  to  receive 
ordeca  under  Seetton  2(a)  of  ESBOA. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  In- 
fwmed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  ooal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facili¬ 
ties. — Seaford  2  and  2  has  used  ooal  as  an 
alternate  furt  and  now  maintains  an  emer¬ 
gency  Inventory  in  stmage  silos.  Mo  difficulty 
is  foreseen  in  delivering  and  receiving  coal' 
using  facilities  now  in  place. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Seaford  2  and  8. 

6.  Conclusion. — Ooal  tranqx»-tatioa  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect  since  no 
major  constraints  to  ooal  d^very  over  the 
primary  route  to  Seaford  2  and  3  presently 
exist,  and  alternate  routes  are  available. 


n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  in  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Hopewell  Chemical  12  is  practicable 
and  consistent  with  the  pinposes  of  ESECA. 
This  proposed  finding  is  based  upon  an  anal¬ 
ysis  by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  this 
boiler  for  the  period  1978-1977,  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  service  life  of  the  boiler  after  con¬ 
version,  the  net  operating  cost  differential 
that  would  result  from  compliance  with  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and 
interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. — a.  Cap¬ 
ital  investment  costs.  The  total  estimated 
initial  capital  Investment  costs,  including 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning 
of  coal  at  Hopewell  Chemical  12  have  been 
determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  information  and  analysis  as  well  as  in¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requlremMits  have 
also  been  considered,  including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  c<mtrol 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expMted  increase  in  operating 
and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  that  would  result  from  the  burning  of 
coal  has  been  calculated  based  on  informa¬ 
tion  supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  ac¬ 
quired  by  PEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or,  in 
appropriate  circumstances.  upoixPEA’s  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Hopewell  Chemical 
12  will  result  in  a  decrease  in  aimual  fuel 
costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based  on 
the  factors  stated  in  paragraphs  A.1a.-c.. 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  boiler  after  conversion, 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  annuaj  op¬ 
erating  cost  differential  (which  represents 
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PROPOSED  FINDINGS  AND  RATIONALE  FOR  NOTICX  OF  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PROHIsrnON  ORDER 

ESEX^A  and  the  FEA  regulatlcms  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  installation  (MFBI) .  FEA'S  prc^iosed  findings  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions 
are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No.  Owner  Installation  Unit  No.  Location 


OCU-1678 . Allied  Chemical . Hopewell  Chemical  Plant...  12  Hopewell.  Va. 
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the  difference  between  operetlng  the  boiler 
with  ooel  end  alternate  fuel  (a)  as  Its  prt- 
noary  energy  source) ,  resulting  from  the  con¬ 
version  of  Hopewell  Chemical  12  will  repre¬ 
sent  an  annual  savings. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. — 
llie  f(»egolng  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provided  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Hopewell  Chemi¬ 
cal  12  is  reasonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversion.  Allied  will  incur 
additional  capital  Investment  costs.  Includ¬ 
ing  financing  costs,  and  addlticmal  annual 
operating  and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive 
of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience  an  annual 
savings  In  Its  total  fuel  costs  for  the  ex¬ 
pected  remaining  useful  service  life  of  the 
boiler  after  conversion. 

Since  all  Increased  costs  of  conversion  will 
be  offset  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs,  a  net 
decrease  In  the  annual  cost  of  operation  of 
the  boiler  should  result. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Hopewell  Chemical  12 
will  resTilt  In  a  substantial  annual  savings  of 
barrels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would  be  used 
as  a  boiler  fuel. 

FBA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  In¬ 
crease  In  capital  Investment  costs  and  op¬ 
erating  and  maintenance  costs  at  Hopewell 
Chemical  12  are  totally  offset  by  the  current 
fuel  cost  differential  between  oil  and  coal 
burning  at  Hopewell  Chemical  12,  and  po¬ 
tential  future  Increases  In  the  fuel  cost  dif¬ 
ferential,  In  favmr  of  coal,  the  additional 
costs  associated  with  burning  coal  are  rea¬ 
sonable. 

2.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  pro- 
poees  to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  by  Hopewell  Chemical  12  would 
be  econcnnlcally  feasible.  FlEA’s  analysis  took 
Into  consideration  the  financial  capability  of 
the  owner  and  is  based  upon  the  owner’s  fi¬ 
nancial  position  as  reported  In  the  Dun  and 
Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March  1977). 
Where  necessary,  FEA  performed  an  inde¬ 
pendent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  financial  ca¬ 
pability,  considering  such  factors  as  the 
owner’s  current  financial  statement  and  the 
additional  capital  Investment  required  for 
the  owner  to  comply  with  this  KOI  and  all 
other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  intention,  to  date,  if  any.  to  Issue  Pro- 
hlbRlon  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  If  any,  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  9  (a)  and  (c)  of  E8ECA  to 
ICFBI’s  owned  by  Allied.  IVA  related  these 
additional  capital  investment  costs  to  the 
total  capitalization  of  Allied  and  the  re¬ 
maining  useful  life  after  conversion  of  Hope- 
well  Chemical  12. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  cf  Allied  to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of 
fuel  costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  com¬ 
pliance  with  this  KOI  and  all  other  NOI's 
which  are  currently  tmder  consideration  has 
been  determined.  FEA  also  took  Into  con¬ 
sideration  total  annual  costs  resulting  from 
compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention.  to  date.  If  any.  to  Issue  Prohibition 
or  Oonstnictlon  Ordm,  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders, 
If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESBCA  to  Allied 
MFBIh. 

However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting 
valTM  ot  fuel  cost  savings  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  KOI  and  all  other 


NOI’s  currently  uiKler  oonslderatlcm.  Allied’s 
total  annual  costs  after  conversion  should 
decrease. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
SSECA. — Because  the  Issuanoe  of  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  to  Hopewell  Chemical  12  will 
discourage  the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petro¬ 
leum  products  and  encourage  the  Increased 
use  of  coal,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that 
this  action  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  K8BCA  to  provide  a  means  to 
assist  In  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  Is  required  to  ccmduct  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prtdilbition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  this  MFBI  to  (xxnply  with  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  other  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to  con¬ 
clude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Hopewell 
Chemical  12  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means 
to  assist  In  meeting  the  essential  needs  of 
the  United  States  for  fuels  In  a  manner 
which  Is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent 
practicable,  with  existing  national  commit¬ 
ments  to  protect  and  Improve  the  environ¬ 
ment. 

ni.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  this  MFBI  during  the 
period  until  December  31, 19t4. 

A.  Coal  availability.— 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UB.  Department  of 
the  Interlmr,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reswve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is 
currently  technically  and  economically  re¬ 
coverable  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1976) 
(hereafter  "BOM  Survey’’)).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  %  ot  less  sulfur  by  weight. 
To  determine  when  certain  qtiantltles  of 
these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  available, 
FEA  has  examined  .several  studies  refer¬ 
enced  herein,  which  together  provide  the 
best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  availability 
for  the  period  ending  December  31,  1964. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand.-— 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
plaimed  natlonsd  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  oocJ  prixluclng 
ocmpanles)  shows  that  there  ehould  be 
suffldent  production  of  coal  to  meet  the 
total  national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond 
1980,  plana  for  new  production  are  not  yet 
fully  developed  because  few  coal  producers 
have  firm  expanslOTi  plans  that  extend  that 
far  Into  the  futxire;  however,  the  projected 
total  planned  national  ooal  production  for 
1986  already  meets  99%  of  the  total  UB. 
demand  expected  In  1988.  With  time,  more 
potmtlal  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  ooal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 


Froducriofi 

potenttel 

Tear:  (mQUontons) 

1977  .  782.2 

1978  .  791.8 

1979  .  861.4 

1980  . .  911.  T 

1981  .  980.8 

1982  . .  984.2 

1988  _ 1,017.4 

1984  .  1,028.7 

1986  .  1,029.8 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
VBA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1978).  ’fills  study  demonstrates  that  most 
ooal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  ciq>aclty  additions  beyond  1980. 
Hie  1986  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FBA  study.  Goal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977  (hereafter  "Availability  Report”). 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Tetur:  (^million  tons) 

1978  .  124.2 

1979  .  242. 1 

1980  - . 293.2 

1981  . 860.0 

1982  . 880.9 

1983  . 298.2 

1984  . 476.6 

1966  . 644.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  reA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  Is  as 
follows  (mA  1076  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  _  730 

1979  _  764 

1980  _  799 

1981  _  842 

1982  _  887 

1983  _  936 

~  1984  .  986 

1986  .  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  lor 
coal  resulting  from  tnia  noi.  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition 
OrdOTS  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more 
than  the  following  (“Availability  Report’’) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  .  11.0 

1979  _ 22.4 

1980  _ 82.6 

1981  _ 36.8 

1982  _ 67.4 

1983  _ 69.8 

1984  . . 69.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand. — ^FKA’s  "Availability  Report’’  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  this  MTBI.  ’The  survey  Is  based 
on  data  frmn  31  mining  companies  that  sup¬ 
plied  useful  Information  on  96  mining  units. 
Responses  from  these  companies  Identified 
planned  production  of  ooal  which  Is  not  now 
oonunltted  to  a  specific  buyer.  For  these  com¬ 
panies  which  did  not  respond  to  the  survey, 
FEA  estimated  their  imcommltted  planned 
production  based  on  their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for  this 
MFBI.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report’*  has  de¬ 
termined  that  a  boiler  of  the  type  used  at 
Hopewell  Chunlcal  12,  will  be  able  to  bum 
coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and  com¬ 
ply  with  an  applicable  atr  pollution  control 
requirements. 


Btu’s/lb . . *  10, 000 

liolsturs  (iiercent)  ■12 

Ash  (peroent) _ _ _ .... _ *20 

Volatile  (perosnt) _ 


Ash  softening  tstnp.  (*F) _ _  *21200 

Sulfur  (appiuilmats^  (peroent)...  •I.i2 

t  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 
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b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  th1» 
MFBI.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of  tba 
type  described  above,  which  would  reault 
from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
Tear:  1979  and  thereafter -  1*4 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report"  has  de¬ 
termined  that  coal  of  the  type  described  in 
peuagraph  A.3a^  above.  Is  uncommitted  to 
a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially  avall- 
aUe  to  tMn  MFBI  In  a  nationwide  market 
as  f<^ows: 


Production 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  _ _ 67,  937 

1979  . . 127,138 

1980  _  168,932 

1981  _ 189, 318 

1982  _  200,269 

1983  _ 214,838 

1984  _  263,700 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
Hie  national  planned  production  of  char¬ 
acteristic  coal,  as  stated  In  piaragraph  A.3.C,, 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI.  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  PixdUbltlon  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 
National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order  demand 
as  previously  stated  In  paragraph  A.2X., 
above.  Is  no  tmare  than  the  following  ("Avail¬ 
ability  Report") : 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  . .  11,082. 

1979  _  22,434 

1980  _  32,483 

1981  . 36,766 

1982  _  67,382 

1983  _ 69,816 

1984  _ 69,816 


a.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coaL  Goal  with  the  characteristics  de- 
solbed  in  paragrai^  A.3.a..  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
the  MFBI  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  the  MFBI)  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and  13 
as  follows  ("Availability  Kepoet") : 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  torts) 

1978  . — .  28.  082 

1979  . .  47,388 

1980  . 63.082 

1981  _ 81,881 

1982  . 86,854 

1983  _  70,662 

1984  .  80,984 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  reglcmal  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.80.. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from  this 
NOI,  fixxn  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
an  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  imder  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potoiUal  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  In  FBAt  "AvallabUlty  Report”  to 
tta  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

Year:  (Dumsand  tons) 

1978  _  #.288 

1979  _ 9.149 

1980  _ 16.M1 

1981  _ 18,  006 

1982  _  23.882 

•1983  _  24,  095 

1984_ _  24.  096 


g.  Regional  ESECA  proMlHtton  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  tdtaracteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  tor  coal  from  BOM 
Districts  7.  8  and  18  with  a  1.82-2.2%  sulfur 
content  (which  mcludes  the  lfi2%  maxi¬ 
mum  sulfur  content  described  In  paragraph 
A3.a.,  above)  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohi¬ 
bition  Orders  to  date  and  from  aU  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under 
authority  at  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  esti¬ 
mated  in  PEA'S  "Availability  Report"  to  be 
no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
Percent  Sulfur 


Year:  1  El  to  22 

1978  . 62 

1979  _ 145 

1980  . 146 

1981  . 148 

1982  _ 145 

1983  .  146 

1984  . 146 


The  regional  {banned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  KEjs.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraidi 
Afiju,  above,  far  exceeds  this  potential 
ESECA  regional  demand  tor  coal  by  sulfur 
characteristic. 

4.  State  or  local  loses. — ^FEA  has  found  ho 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  wotild 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

6.  Conclusion. — ^FEA’s  "Availability  Re¬ 
port"  has  Identified  nationally  and  In  BOM 
Districts  7,  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  pro¬ 
duction  that  meets  the  reQulrements  of 
Hopewell  Chemical  12  as  described  In  para¬ 
graph  A.3.a.,  above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
this  tmcommlted  coal  exists  In  amounts  suf¬ 
ficient  In  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  ad¬ 
ditional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally 
and  from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this 
NOI.  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  ProhlMtlon  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA. 

Coal  for  this  MFBI  will  probably  be  bought 
from  producers  according  to  regional  supply 
demand  rMatlonahlps  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and 
18.  FEA  obeu^ee,  however,  that  the  MFBI 
could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  (The  Feasibil¬ 
ity  of  Consldertng  Expanded  Use  of  Western 
Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  In 
the  Period  1978  and  Bey<md.  School  of  Engi¬ 
neering.  University  of  Pennsylvania,  Novem¬ 
ber  7.  1976.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBI  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port.  ^til  1977,  (hereafter  “Hansportatlon 
Availability  Repc^"),  coal  for  Hopewell 
Chemical  12  would  come  from  BOM  District  8 
as  both  the  primary  and  alternate  source  of 
supply.  While  these  supply  regions  are  among 
the  nearest  available  sources  able  to  supply 
complying  coal  to  the  plant,  complying  coal 
could  be  transferred  by  rail  from  other  iden¬ 


tified  sources  within  the  United  States  as 
wML  The  ansUysls  of  tranq>ortatl(»i  avall- 
ablUty  Is  based  on  the  most  likely  route  as 
well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment. — ^The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  H(^well  Chemical 
12  Is  to  originate  coal  near  Andover,  Virginia. 
In  BOM  District  8,  on  the  Norfolk  and  West¬ 
ern  (N&W).  which  would  move  It  via  Lynch¬ 
burg  and  Petersburg,  VlrglnUi.  to  the  plant. 
The  total  rail  distance  Is  approximately  890 
miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  originates  coal  In  the  same  area  on 
the  Southern  Railway  which  would  haul  the 
coal  to  Bristol.  Tennessee.  The  NhW  would 
then  move  the  coal  via  Roanoke  to  Alberta, 
Virginia  where  the  Seaboard  Coast  Lme 
(SCL)  would  pick  the  coal  up  for  d^very  to 
the  plant.  The  total  rail  distance  Is  about 
420  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  alternate 
supply  area  Is  to  originate  coal  near  Clinton, 
Tennessee  in  BOM  District  8  on  the  Southern 
Rallewy  which  would  move  the  coal  to  Bris¬ 
tol,  Teimessee.  The  N&W  would  move  the 
coal  via  Roanoke,  Virginia  to  Alberta,  Vir¬ 
ginia  where  the  SCL  would  pick  It  up  for 
delivery  to  Hopewtil  Ch«nlcal  11.  The  total 
rail  distance  Is  approximately  470  miles. 

8.  Originating  trunk  carrier. — The  NAW, 
the  originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Hopewell 
CheixUcal  12,  has  approximately  64,000  hoppo’ 
oars  with  an  estimated  average  capacity  of 
83  tons.  Using  an  average  numbw  of  dellv- 
«1es  of  20  per  year  per  83-ton  car.  the  NAW 
may  need  as  numy  as  80  additional  cars  by 
1979  to  handle  the  Increased  demand  from 
Hopewell  Chemical  IX  This  estimate  assiunes 
that  the  railroad  would  neither  have  excess 
originating  capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from 
other  carriers  in  the  originating  vldnlty.  The 
NAW  Indicated  that  the  retlremenu  from  Its 
hopper  fieet  are  not  expected  to  exceed  1,200 
per  year  and  that  NAW  has  shop  capacity  to 
build  1,600  to  6,0(X)  new  cars  per  year,  de¬ 
pending  on  the  demand. 

FEA's  “Transportation  Availability  Report” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
(h'der  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  tranqxwtlng  oosd.  This 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity. 
Including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  mto  accoimt  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
fm-  all  tyi>es  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  MFBI's  studied  were  to  receive 
orders  luder  Section  2(a)  of  ESE9CA. 

The  NAW  Indicated  that  transportation 
facilities  at  those  sites  within  BOM  District 
8  served  by  NAW  are  operating  satisfactorily 
and  that  loading  facilities  are  adequate  to 
handle  the  Increased  volume. 

FEA  has  not  foimd  nor  has  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  iqiparent  constraints  to  carry-  • 
Ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  us|d. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facili¬ 
ties. — Hopewell.  Virginia  Is  served  by  both 
the  NAW  and  SCL.  Hopesrell  Chemical  12 
reported  that  coal  had  been  burned  as  a 
boiler  fuel  until  a  few  years  ago.  Both  the 
NAW  and  SCL  tracks  are  now  used  for  heavy 
freight  service. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  this  MTOL 

6.  Conclusion. — Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect  since 
no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over 
the  primary  route  to  HapewtH  Chemical  12 
presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are 
available. 
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PB0P06ED  riNDINOS  AND  BATIONAU  FOB  NOTICB  OV  IMTKMTION  TO  ISSUB  A  FBORlBinON  OBDBB 

ESBCA  and  the  FIA  regulatloDB  require  FBA  to  make  oertetn  ewtUngM  before  inning  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  InstaUatlon  (icrai) .  RAb  peofMaed  emiinga  •!« 
eet  out  below  with  respect  to  the  IfFBI  named  below,  ciuppor^g  rationale  and  ooncluslons 
are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No.  Owner  In.«tAlIation  Vnit  No.  Location 


OCU-171fl . Union  Carbide  Corp .  Institute  riant .  12  Institute,  W.  Va. 


These  findings,  which  are  new  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that  has 
been  prorlded  to  and  developed  by  FBA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Union  Carbide  Corporation  shall  be  re* 
ferred  to  as  the  “owner”  and  as  “Union 
Carbide”.  Institute  Unit  13  shall  be  referred 
to  as  the  “MFBI”  and  as  “Institute  12”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal. 

FBA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  23,  1974, 
Institute  13  had  the  capabUlty  and  necessary 
plant  equipment  to  burn  coal.  This  proposed 
firuUng  la  based  on  the  facts  and  Interpreta¬ 
tions  stated  below: 

A.  Union  Carbide,  in  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section 
n.  Questions  0,  and  13-14,  (Form  FBA  C- 
602-8-0)  filed  on  May  20,  1978  Indicated  that 
the  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  23,  1974,  a 
boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal.  The 
boiler  had  been  designed  and  constructed  or 
modified  to  burn  coal  as  Its  primary  energy 
source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  on 
June  22,  1974,  the  MFBI  may  not  have  been 
burning  coal  as  Its  primary  energy  sovirce. 

B.  Based  In  Information  Union  Carbide 
filed  with  FEA  dated  June  21,  1976  and  other 
Information  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  at  Institute 
13  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refurbished 
In  order  for  this  MFBI  to  burn  coal  as  Its 
primary  energy  source : 

1.  Conveyors. 

2.  Crushers. 

3.  Feeders. 

4.  Soot  Blowers. 

6.  Unloaders. 

6.  Special  Instrumentation  and  controls. 

7.  Ash  baruiung  and  ponding  equipment. 

C.  nSA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  23, 
1974,  Institute  13  had  all  other  significant 
plant  equlpu^Bi^t  4n^  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  mecmlng  of  B8BCA  and  the 
regulations  pnxaulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para- 
gnq>h  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22, 1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  toith  the  purposes  of  BSKCA. 

FBA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Institute  13  Is  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESBCA.  This 
proposed  finding  is  based  upon  an  analysis 
by  FBA  of  the  fuel  consiunptlon  of  this 
boUw  for  the  period  1978-1977,  the  remaining 
useful  service  life  of  the  boiler  after  con¬ 
version.  the  net  operating  cost  defferentlal 
that  would  result  from  compliance  srlth  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  reference  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Anticipated  fuel  supplies. — CurfoUment  of 
natural  gas  supply.  Based  on  Information  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  Federal  Power  Oommlsslon, 
the  natural  gas  supplier,  and  In  certain  cases 
the  owner.  FKA  presumes  that  the  MFBI 
will  experience  a  substantial  curtailment  of 
Its  present  supply  of  natural  gas.  This  cur¬ 


tailment  will  result  In  Increased  reliance 
on  alternate  fuels  In  the  future. 

2.  Costs  associated  toith  burning  coal. — a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  estimated 
Initial  c«q>ltal  Investment  costs.  Including 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning 
of  coed  at  Institute  12  have  been  determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as 
Information  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner. 
Approximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements *have 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  Information 
supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  Informa¬ 
tion  supplied  by  the  ownw  and/or,  in  ap¬ 
propriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FBA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Institute  12  will  re¬ 
sult  In  a  decrease  In  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based  on 
the  factors  stated  In  paragraphs  A.1A.-C., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  boiler  after  conversion,  FEA 
has  determined  that  the  net  annual  operat¬ 
ing  cost  differential,  hereafter  “NOOD”, 
(which  represents  the  difference  between 
operating  the  boiler  with  coal  and  alternate 
fuel(s)  as  Its  primary  energy  source),  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  conversion  of  Institute  12. 
vrlll  represent  an  annual  cost  Increase  of 
6206,000. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  costs  of 
burning  coal. — ^The  following  analysis  of  the 
costs  of  conversion  provides  the  basis  for 
deciding  that  compliance  with  the  proposed 
order  is  not  unreasonable. 

By  converting  from  burning  natural  gas 
to  burning  coal  as  the  primary  energy 
source  the  MFBI  would  experience  a  net  an¬ 
nual  <^>«atlng  cost  Increase,  but  would  save 
a  substantial  amount  of  natural  gas.  This 
cost  would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited 
period  because  the  MFBI  will  eventually  ex¬ 
perience  a  substantial  curtailment  of  Its 
supply  of  natural  gas.  If  the  Prohibition 
Order  were  not  Issued  to  the  MFBI  It  could 
alternatively  replace  Its  current  natural  gas 
supply  with  either  petroleum  products  or 
coal  for  the  period  following  such  substan¬ 
tial  curtailment  ot  Its  natural  gas  supply. 

In  the  calculation  of  the  NOCD,  RA  has 
considered  oU  as  a  substitute  fuel  for  cur¬ 
tailed  nattual  gas.  In  calculating  the  NOCD, 
in  those  Instances  where  the  MFBI  has  ex¬ 
perienced  no  curtailment  of  Its  natural  gas 
supply,  FBA  considered  the  present  fuel 
usage.  The  net  annual  operating  cost  In¬ 
crease  for  this  MFBI  resulting  from  operat¬ 
ing  on  coal  as  the  primary  energy  source, 
instead  of  petroleum  products  (and/or  nat¬ 
ural  gas  where  iqipllcable) ,  will  be  approxi¬ 
mately  6208,000. 
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Although  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative. 
Instead  of  potential  petroleum  products, 
could  be  expected  to  result  In  a  net 
operating  cost  Increase,  FBA  has  det«mlned 
that  the  prohibition  ot  burning  natural  gas 
or  petroleum  products  as  the  primary  energy 
source  at  Institute  12  is  not  unreasonable. 
Burning  of  coal  by  the  MFBI  as  Its  primary 
energy  source  instead  of  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  would  result  In  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  costs  and  annual  operating  and 
maintenance  costs  uclnslve  of  fuel  costs. 
Any  additional  conversion  costs  would,  how¬ 
ever.  be  mitigated  by  the  savings  In  fuel 
costs  Inherent  In  burning  coal.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  the  MFBI  could  ex¬ 
perience  annual  savings  In  Its  total  fuel 
costs  should  It  convert  to  cold  Instead  of 
converting  to  petroleum  products,  there 
would  be  a  net  Increase  In  the  costs  to  the 
MFBI. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of 
coal  Instead  of  petroleum  products  would 
be  expected  to  Increase  the  costs  Incurred 
by  Institute  13  by  6308.000  per  year,  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  such  Increased  cost,  per 
barrel  of  oil  saved  Is  not  unreasonable  given 
the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This  determination 
Is  based  on  consideration  of  the  substantial 
potential  oil  savings  that  would  result  from 
conversion  to  coal.  The  determination  that 
the  oosts  of  burning  coal  Instead  of  petro¬ 
leum  products  would  not  be  unreasonable 
Is  further  supported  by  consideration  of 
such  costs  In  relation  to  the  expected  remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  of  the  MFBI,  the  slse  and 
resoiuoes  of  the  owner  as  examined  In  the 
following  discussion  of  financial  capability, 
and  the  nature  of  the  eq;>ected  operatkms  of 
the  MFBI. 

The  additional  oosts  that  would  be  In¬ 
curred  If  FEA  were  to  prohibit  the  burning 
of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  the 
primary  energy  source  at  Institute  13  would 
only  be  Incmred  for  a  limited  period  of  time. 
In  view  of  the  scarcity  of  national  supplies 
of  natwml  gas  and  the  likelihood  that  Insti¬ 
tute  12  will  experience  a  substantial  curtail¬ 
ment  of  its  present  natural  gas  supply  In  the 
future,  FEA  has  determined  that  the  cost  of 
burning  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  Is  not  un¬ 
reasonable.  (Final  Report  Oil  and  Oas  Re- 
eouioes.  Reserves,  and  Productive  Capacities 
Vifiumes  I  and  n.  Federal  Energy  Adminis¬ 
tration,  October  1978.) 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes 
to  find  toat  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Institute  13  would  be  economically 
feasible.  FEA’s  analjrsls  took  Into  considera¬ 
tion  the  financial  capability  of  the  ownei’'and 
Is  based  upon  the  ownerh  financial  position 
as  r^xNTted  In  the  Dun  and  Bradstreet  Ref¬ 
erence  Book  (March  1977).  Where  necessary 
FEA  performed  an  IndepexMlent  analysis  of 
the  ownerh  financial  capability,  considering 
such  factors  as  the  owner's  current  financial 
statement  and  the  additional  ciq>ital  Invest¬ 
ment  required  for  the  owner  to  comply  with 
this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are  cur¬ 
rently  under  consideration,  as  well  as  addi¬ 
tional  capital  Investment  oosts  related  to  all 
othor  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to 
Issue  Prohibition  or  Oonslaruction  Orders,  and 
from  all  outstanding  PixAlbltkHi  or  Oon- 
structlon  Orders,  If  any.  issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESBCA 
to  MRI’s  owned  by  Union  Carbide.  FBA  re¬ 
lated  these  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  to  the  total  capitalisation  of  Union 
Carbide  and  the  remaining  useful  life  after 
conversion  of  Institute  13. 

FBA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  reprsssnt 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  flnsnrtal 
capabilities  of  Union  CarMde  to  assume  sudi 
costs. 
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a.  CharacterUUc  coal  requiremenU  tor 
thU  MFBl. — FBA**  ’‘ATsUabUlty  Baport”  baa 
determined  that  a  tx^er,  of  the  type  oaed 
at  Institute  13.  alU  be  able  to  burn  ooal 
of  the  following  cberacterlstloe  and  comply 
with  all  i4>pllcable  air  pollution  control  re¬ 
quirements. 


Btu’s/lb.  . . —  ‘  10, 000 

Moisture  (percent) _  •  16 

Asb  (percent)  _  *20 

Volatile  (percent) _  *  16 

Ash  softening  temp.  ( ’F) _  *  2, 200 

Sulfur  (approximately)  (percent)..  *1.1 


*  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 


b.  Total  annual  costa  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  c(q>ital  Invest- 
mmt  costs  and  other  costs,  excluding  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  natural  gas  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  which  are  ciirrently  under  consldwa- 
tlcm  has  been  determined.  FEA  also  took  Into 
consideration  total  annual  costs  resulting 
from  compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of 
Intention,  to  date,  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohlbl- 
tlMi  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders  If  any,  issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2(a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Union 
Carbide  MFBI’s. 

Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings,  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s 
currently  under  consideration.  Union  Car¬ 
bide’s  total  aimual  costs  after  conversion 
will  Increase  by  6208,000. 

B.  Consistency  toith  the  purposes  of 
ESECA. — Because  the  issuance  of  a  PrcAlbl- 
tlon  Order  to  Institute  12  will  discourage  the 
use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  and 
encotirage  the  increased  use  of  coal,  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  in  meeting  the 
essential  needs  of  the  United  States  fm*  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  fM- 
this  MFBI  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air  Act 
and  othn*  applicable  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  requirements,  FEA  prop>oses  to  conclude 
that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Institute  12 
would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist  In 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  Is  con¬ 
sistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable,  with 
existing  national  commitments  to  protect 
and  Improve  the  environment. 

m.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  this  MFBI  during  the 
period  until  December  31.  1984 

A.  Coal  availability — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  fweseeable  future.  UB.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is 
currently  technically  and  economically  re¬ 
coverable  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1976) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey’’) ) .  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  %  or  less  svilfur  by  weight. 

To  determine  when  certain  quantities  of 
these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  available, 
FEA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coed  production  and  demand. — 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suffi¬ 
cient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Beyon  1980. 
plans  fOT  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total  UB. 
demand  expected  In  1986.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 


a.  National  coal  production.  It  la  conserv¬ 
atively  estimated  that  It  win  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  {million  tons) 

1977  . . .  732.  3 

1978  _  791.  6 

1979  _  851.  4 

1980  _  911.7 

1981  _  960.  0 

1982  _ _ _  994.  3 

1983  _  1,017.4 

1984  . 1,028.7 

1985  _  1,029.6 


’The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  “Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study’’  (May 
1976).  ’This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1986  production,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  fctudy,  “Coal  AvaUablllty  Report, 
April  1977“  (hereafter  “Availability  Re¬ 
port’’),  indicates  current  plans  for  nation¬ 
wide  production  of  uncommitted  coal  as 
follows; 

Production 

Year:  {million  tons) 

1978  . 124.3 

1979  - - -  243. 1 

1980  _  293.  3 

1981  _  360.  0 

1982  _  369.9 

1983  _  396.2 

1984  _  475.  6 

1985  _  544.9 

b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 

prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de- 
inaod  resulting  from  P’EA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  En«Y7  Outlook) : 

Demand 
{million  tons) 

_  730 

_  764 

_  799 

.  842 

.  887 

_  935 

_  985 

_ 1,040 

c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estUnated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  othor 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more 
than  the  following  (“Availability  Report”) : 

Demand 
{million  toiu) 

1978  . 11.0 

1979  _  22.4 

1980  _ _  32.6 

1981  . .  36. 8 

1982  _  67.4 

1983  . 69.8 

1984  _  59.8 

3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 

mand. — ^FEA’s  “Availability  R^xx^”  Identi¬ 
fies  coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics 
available  tor  use  at  this  MFBL  TThe  survey  Is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  Information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
Identified  planned  producUcm  of  coal  which 
is  not  committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  Por 
those  companies  i^ch  did  not  respond  to 
the  survey.  FEA  estimated  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
MFBI.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of  the 
type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 

Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
Year:  1978  and  thereafter _ 95 

c.  National  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  FEAs  "Availability  Report"  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described 
in  paragraph  A.3a.,  above,  is  uncommitted 
to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially 
available  to  this  MFBI  In  a  nationwide  mar¬ 
ket  as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  _  61,390 

1979  _ 112,998 

1980  _  141,  696 

1981  _  169,688 

1982  _  179,742 

1983  _  193.201 

1984  _  228,474 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  plarmed  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.8.C, 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  ftmu 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Is¬ 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section 
2(a)  of  ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition 
Order  demand  as  previously  stated  In  para¬ 
graph  A2.C,  above.  Is  rx>  more  than  the  fol¬ 
lowing  (“Availability  R^x)rt“) : 


Demnd 

Year:  {thousand  toiu) 

1978  .  11,032 

1979  .  22,434 

1980  . 32,483 

1981  . 35,755 

1982  _ 57,362 

1983  . 69,816 

1984  .  59,815 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  In  paragraph  A.8n,  above.  Is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  this  MFBI  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relatlcmshlp  related  to  the  location 
of  this  kfFBI)  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and 
13  as  follows  (“Availability  Report") : 

Production 


Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  _ _  23,720 

1979  _ 41.682 

1980  . .  46,902 

1981  . . .  64,781 

1982  _ 58,  159 

1983  _  62,984 

1984  _ _ _ 72,417 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  ^laracteristie. 
’The  expected  reglrmal  production  of  diarac- 
terlstlc  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.8.a. 


Tear: 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL  42,  NO.  96— WEDNESDAY,  MAY  18,  1977 


NOTICES 


25637 


atnre,  ezoaeds  tlM  jwtCDiUl  tenaod  fior  eoal 
WfitOeM  of  ctMknetartrtIo  ftom  BOM  Dl^ 
trtetB  T.  S  and  IS  oapected  to  this  IKX,  from 
an  ottMT  Notloes  of  Intantlon  to  lasnlt  fttm 
tniB  IfOI,  from  an  otlMr  Ifotloes  of  Intention 
to  isBue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
an  oTitstarsIlng  Frohlbltton  Orders  israed  to 
date  nnder  authority  of  Section  S(a)  of 
BSBCA.  This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
osUmated  In  PBAt  "ATallablllty  Beport"  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 

Tear:  {thoutand  tons) 

1978 .  8,a« 

19T9 _ 9,149 

1980  .  16,771 

1981  .  18,006 

1983  _ ^ . . . .  28,682 

1983  .  24,096 

1984  .  34.096 

g.  Regional  ESSCA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  eulfur  eharacteriatie.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  Districts  7.  8  and  18  with  a  0.61-1.4% 
sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the  1.1% 
culfur  content  described  In  para- 
gn^th  A  A  A.,  above)  resulting  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue 
Prohlbltkm  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  the  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of 
BSBCA  Is  estimated  In  PEA'S  **ATaUablllty 
Rmwrt"  to  be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
Percent  sulfur 

Tear:  0.91  to  14 


ATallabmty  Beporf*),  ooal  for  Institute  13 
skniM  probably  come  from  BOM  Dtstrlet  8  as 
Bie  primary  supply  area  and  as  tbm  altamate 
supply  area.  Whlla  this  supply  ragtoa  Is 
amoog  the  nearest  avmUahla  source  able  to 
supply  eoaaplylng  eoal  to  the  plant,  comply¬ 
ing  coal  could  be  transferred  by  rail  from 
other  Idmtllled  sources  srlthln  the  IBilted 
States  as  well.  The  analysis  of  transportatloa 
availability  Is  based  on  the  naost  llk^  route 
as  well  as  two  alternates  routes.  These  routes 
were  diosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

8.  Jlovfe  of  eoal  shipment. — The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Institute  12  Is 
to  originate  coal  In  District  8  near  Lexington, 
Kentucky,  on  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Ball- 
way  Co.  (Cheesle  System)  which  would  move 
It  to  Institute  12  via  Huntington  and 
Charleston,  West  Virginia.  Total  rail  distance 
Is  approKlmately  173  mUes.  The  alternate 
route  from  the  primary  supply  area  originates 
coal  In  the  Corbin,  Kentucky  area  on  the 
Louisville  and  Nashville  (LMf)  which  moves 
It  to  Lexington,  Kentucky,  where  the  Chessle 
System  picks  It  up  to  deliver  to  institute  IX 
^tal  rail  distance  Is  about  362  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup¬ 
ply  area  Is  to  originate  coal  BOM  District  8 
in  the  WhltesvlUe,  West  Virginia  area  on  the 
Chesapeake  and  Ohio  line,  which  would  de¬ 
liver  coal  to  Institute  13.  Total  ran  distance 
Is  about  45  miles. 

8.  Originating  trurUc  carrier. — ^TTie  Chessle 
System,  originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Insti¬ 
tute  13  has  about  76jl)00  hopper  cars  with 
an  average  capacity  of  77  tons.  Using  an 


average  number  of  deliveries  of  30  per  year, 
per  77  ton  car,  the  Gtaeasle  Byatem  may  need 
as  many  as  198  additional  eats  starting  In 
1980  to  handle  the  Increased  demand  from 
Institute  12.  This  estimate  assumes  that  the 
ndboad  would  rrdther  have  excess  originat¬ 
ing  capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  ear- 
rlers  In  the  originating  vldnlty. 

‘‘RA'a  Transportatloa  Availability  Beporf* 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  transporting  coal.  This 
study  examined  existing  rati  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportatloa  opacity. 
Including  unloading  docks,  where  apphcable, 
and  took  into  account  projections  made  by 
aU  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  MFBI’s  studied  were  to  receive 
orders  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESBCA. 

PEA  has  not  found  nor  baa  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  car¬ 
rying  eoal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facili¬ 
ties. — Institute  12  has  Indicated  that  eoal 
has  been  delivered  to  It  In  the  past  by  the 
Cheesle  System. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Institute  IX 

5.  Concistsion. — Coal  transportation  facil¬ 
ities  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect 
since  no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery 
over  the  piirruwy  route  to  Institute  13  pres¬ 
ently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are  avail¬ 
able. 


APFxmuxi 


1978  . -  2,831 

1979  . . 6.678 

1980  _  9, 839 

1981  . - .  11,028 

1983  _ 16,392 

1983  _ 16,292 

1984  _ 16,292 


The  regional  planned  production  of  ooal 
stated  to  paragraph  A.3.e.,  above,  with  the 
eharacteristlcs  deecrlbed  In  paragn^rh  AAn., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESBCA  re- 
glooal  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  charac¬ 
teristic. 

4.  State  or  local  laics. — ^FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  load  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilisation  of  ooal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

5.  Conclusion. — PEA’S  “AvollabUlty  Re¬ 
port”  has  Identified  nationally  and  in  BOM 
Districts  7,  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  pro¬ 
duction  that  meets  the  requirements  of  In¬ 
stitute  12  as  described  In  paragriqjh  A.3.a., 
above.  PEA  proposes  to  find  that  this  un¬ 
committed  coal  exists  In  amoimts  sufficient 
In  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  ooal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  frmn  this  NOI,  from 
aa  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohi¬ 
bition  Orders  to  date  and  ftom  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  this  MPBI  win  probably  be  bought 
from  producers  according  to  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationships  related  to  the  MPBI's 
location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and  13.  PEA 
observes  however,  that  the  MPBI  oould  pur¬ 
chase  oocd  In  other  markets  as  such  produc¬ 
tion  becomes  available.  (The  Peaslbllity  of 
Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coed 
by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  ntUlUes  in  the 
Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  Engineer¬ 
ing,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  November  7, 
1976.) 

B.  Coal  transportation — 1.  Location  of 
MFBI  and  eoal  supplg.  Based  on  an  PEA 
study.  Ooal  Tkansportatliim  AvallablUty  Be- 
port,  April  1977  (bowafter '“Transportation 


PROPOSKD  FIMDINCS  AMD  KAT10NA1.X  FOB  MOTICK  OV  INTXirnOIV  TO  BMUX  A  PaORIBinON  OBOKX 

BSBCA  and  the  PEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  befese  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  futi  burning  installation  (MFBI) .  FEAV  ptoposed  fliMUngv  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MPBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  ratiooale  and  conclusions 
are  also  set  forth. 


*  Attached  to  this  Appendix  Is  PEA’s  MPBI  Prohibition  Order  Candidate  Identification 
and  Selection  Methodology. 


Docket  No.  Owner 

ImtatUtlaa 

UaitNa 

Locatlea 

OCU-2776 _ Scott  Paper  Co _  „ . 

8.9 

Cbcetcr,  Ps. 

These  findings,  which  are  now  pn^xMed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  {Hrkw 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  ot  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Scott  Piq>er  Compemy  shall  be  referred  to 
as  the  “owner”  and  as  “Scott  Paper.”  Cheater 
Plant  Units  8  and  9  shall  be  referred  to  as 
the  "MPBI’s”  and  as  “Chester  8  and  9”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  eooL 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  3X  1974. 
Chester  8  and  9  had  the  capability  and  nec¬ 
essary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts  and 
teterpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Scott  PH>«r,  Ih  9  Major  Puti  Burning 
Installation  Coal  Conversion  Beport,  Sec¬ 
tion  n.  Questions  6,  and  13-14,  (Fixm  RA 
C-603-S-0),  filed  on  June  18,  1975,  indicated 
that  each  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  32, 
1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning 
coal.  The  boilers  had  been  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  or  modified  to  bum  eoal  as  their 
primary  energy  acource,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22.  1974,  the  MPBI’s  may 
have  been  burning  coal  as  their  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source. 

B.  Based  on  informatlmi  Scott  Paper  filed 
with  FEA  dated  July  3X  1976.  and  other  In- 
formation  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  faculties  at  Chester  8 
and  9  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refur- 
btihed  In  ordsr  for  these  MPBI’S  to  bum 
ooal  as  their  primary  energy  source: 


L  Unloaders. 

X  Conveyors. 

3.  Scales  and  feeders. 

4.  Silos. 

6.  Pulverizers. 

6.  Combustors. 

7.  Soot  blowers. 

8.  Special  Instrumentation. 

9.  Waste  water  treatment  equipment. 

10.  Ash  handling  and  ponding  equipment. 

C.  FEA  prcHxises  to  find  that  on  June  2X 
1974,  Chester  8  and  9  had  aU  other  signifi¬ 
cant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  burning  of  ooaL 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para- 
gnq>h  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capabUlty 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  eoal, 
as  of  June  23,  1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  eoal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

PEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning 
of  coal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or 
natural  gas  at  Chester  8  aiKl  9  Is  practicable 
and  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
This  proposed  finding  Is  based  upon  an  anal¬ 
ysis  by  PEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of 
these  bofleis  for  the  period  1978-1976,  the 
remaining  nseful  service  Ufe  of  each  boQsr 
after  conversion,  the  net  operating  cost  d!f* 
fstentlal  that  would  result  from  compliance 
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with  a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts 
and  interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable — 1- 
Costs  associated  vaith  burning  coal. — a.  Cap¬ 
ital  investment  costs.  The  total  estimated 
initial  capital  Investment  costs  Including  fi¬ 
nancing  costs,  that  would  result  fnnn  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  at  Chester  8  and  9  have  been  deter¬ 
mined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
PEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  PEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  increase  In  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  fnsn  the  biumlng  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  Information 
supplied  by  the  owner  ot  otherwise  acquired 
by  PEIA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  Infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or.  In  ap¬ 
propriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s  fuel  cost 
estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  ot  pe- 
trolevim  products  at  Chester  8  and  9  will  re¬ 
sult  in  a  decrease  in  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based  on 
the  factors  stated  in  paragraphs  A:.l.a.-c.. 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion, 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  annual  el¬ 
evating  cost  differential  (which  represents 
the  difference  between  opmtting  the  boilers 
with  coal  and  alternate  fuel(s)  as  their  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source),  resulting  from  the  con¬ 
version  of  Chester  8  and  9  will  represent  an 
annual  cost  Increase  of  8478,000. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. — 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provided  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Chester  8  and  9  Is 
reasonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  Scott  Paper  will 
Incur  additional  capital  Investment  costs. 
Including  financing  costs,  and  additional  an¬ 
nual  operating  and  maintenance  costs,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience  an 
annual  savlngt.  in  Its  total  fuel  costs  for  the 
expected  remaining  useful  service  life  of  the 
boilers  after  conversion. 

Increased  costs  of  conversion  will  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  the  decrease  in  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  will  be  an  Increase  in  the 
annual  cost  of  operating  the  boilers. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Chester  8  and  9  will  re¬ 
sult  in  a  substantial  annual  savings  of  bar¬ 
rels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would  be  used  as 
a  boiler  fuel.  Although  conversion  to  the 
burning  of  coal  would  be  expected  to  in¬ 
crease  the  cost  of  operating  at  Chester  8  and 
9,  FEA  pr<H>oses  to  find  that  such  increased 
cost  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  is  not  unreason¬ 
able.  This  determination  is  based  on  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  substantial  savings  of  oil  that 
will  result  from  this  conversion.  Ihe  deter¬ 
mination  that  the  costs  of  converting  are 
not  unreasonable  is  further  supported  by 
consideration  of  such  costs  in  relation  to  the 
expected  remaining  useful  life  of  the  boilers 
after  conversion,  the  size  and  resources  of 
Scott  Paper  as  examined  In  the  following 
analysis  of  financial  capability,  the  nature  of 
the  expected  operation  of  these  boilers,  and 
potential  future  increases  in  the  fuel  cost 
differential  in  favor  of  coal. 

3.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner — a.  Re¬ 
covery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Chester  8  and  9  would  be  economi¬ 
cally  feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took  into  con¬ 
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sideration  the  financial  capability  ot  the 
owner  and  is  based  upon  the  owner’s  finan¬ 
cial  position  as  reported  in  the  Dim  and 
Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March  1977). 
Where  necessary.  FEA  perf<Mined  an  inde¬ 
pendent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  financial 
capability,  considering  such  factors  as  the 
owner’s  current  financial  statement  and  the 
additional  capital  Investment  required  for 
the  owner  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and 
all  other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under 
consideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital 
investment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date,  if  any.  to  issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  if  any,  issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to 
MFBI’s  owned  by  Scott  Paper.  PEA  related 
these  additional  capital  Investment  costs  to 
the  toted  capitalization  of  Scott  Paper  and 
the  remaining  useful  life  after  conversion 
of  Chester  8  and  9. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Scott  Paper  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  increase 
in  costs  (amortized  increased  capital  in¬ 
vestment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of 
fuel  costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  com¬ 
pliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  has 
been  determined.  FEA  also  took  into  con¬ 
sideration  total  annual  costs  resulting  from 
compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion,  to  date,  if  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstsmd- 
ing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  if 
any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Scott  Paper 
MFBI’s. 


January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
[hereafter  “BOM  Survey’’)).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  iq>proxlmately  200  billion 
tons  contain  1%  or  less  sulfur  by  weight. 
To  determine  when  certain  quantities  of 
these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  available, 
FEA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  togther  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31, 1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. — 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suffi¬ 
cient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  19^0.  Beyond  1980, 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  99%  of  the  totfd  ITB.  demand 
expected  in  1986.  With  time,  more  potential 
mine  developments  will  bec(»ne  firm  plans, 
thus  increasing  the  planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  it  wrlll  be  practicable  to 
produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  . .  732.  3 

1978  .  791.6 

1979  .  861.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  . 960.0 

1982  . . .  994.  3 

1983  . . . : _ 1,017.4 

1984  . . 1,028.7 

1985  .  1,029.6 


Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
aggregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attribut¬ 
able  to  compUanoe  with  this  NOI  and  all 
other  NOI’s  currently  under  consideration, 
Scott  Paper’s  total  annual  costs  after  con¬ 
version  will  increase  by  $622,998. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA. — Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Chester  8  and  9  will  discourage 
the  use  of  natural  gas  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  Increased  use  of  coal,  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  es¬ 
sential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prlOT  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a  Pro- 
hlbitlmi  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
these  MFBFs  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  other  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to  con¬ 
clude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Chester  8 
and  9  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose 
of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist 
in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  is  con¬ 
sistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable,  with 
existing  national  commitments  to  protect 
and  Improve  the  environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  these  MFBI’s  during  the 
period  until  December  31, 1984. 

A.  Coal  availability — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UB.  Department  of 
the  Interim,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is 
currently  technically  and  economically  re¬ 
coverable  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Co€d  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  ’nils  study  demonstrates  that  most 
co(d  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accu¬ 
rate  plans  fmr  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection  therefore  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  AvallabiMty  Report, 
April  1977  (hereinafter  “Availability  Re¬ 
port”),  Indicates  current  plans  for  nation¬ 
wide  production  of  uncommitted  coal  as 
follows: 

Production 

Year:  (million  tens) 


1978  .  124.3 

1979  .  243. 1 

1980  . 293.3 

1981  — . 360.0 

1982  . 369.9 

1983  . 396.2 

1984  .  476.6 

1986  . >644.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Sectl<m  2(a)  or  ESECA,  is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook ) : 


Demand 

Ye€u:  (million  tons) 

1978  . - .  730 

1979  . . - .  764 

1980  . .  799 

1981  .  842 

1982  . .  887 

1983  . — . . . -  935 

1984  . - . .  986 

1985  .  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
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Notices  ot  Intentloa  to  Issued  Prohibition 
Ordsn  to  date  under  autbcrlty  of  Ssctton 
a(a)  of  ESBCA  is  no  more  than  the  fol¬ 
lowing  (“AvailablUty  Report”) : 


Demand 

Year:  {million  tons) 

1878 . 11.0 

1978  _ 22.4 

1980  _ 82.5 

1981  _ 85.8 

1988  - .  57.4 

1983  _ 59.8 

1984  . 69.8 


3.  Charaeteristie  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.— TKA’a  “Availability  Report”  Identl- 
fles  coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics 
available  for  use  at  these  MFBI'S.  The  survey 
Is  based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  Information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Re^Kinses  from  these  companies 
Identified  planned  production  of  coal  which 
Is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer. 
For  those  companies  which  did  not  re^xind 
to  the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristics  coal  ^requirements  for 
these  Mm’s.  FEA's  “Availability  Report” 
has  determined  that  boilers,  of  the  type  used 
at  Chester  8  and  9  will  be  able  to  bum  coal 
of  the  following  characteristics  and  comply 
with  all  applicable  air  pollution  control 
requirements. 


Btu’s/lb . . >  10, 000 

Moisture  (percent) _  »15 

Ash  (percent) _ _ _  *90 

V<datUe  (percent) _ _ _  *15 

Ash  softening  te^.  (*  F) _  *2,200 

Sulfur  (iq>proxlmately)  (percent.  -  *.5 

*  Minimum. 

■Maximum. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
MFBl’e.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  which  would  result  - 
from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 

Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
Year:  1980  and  thereafter _ 93 

c.  national  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  FEAh  “AvallabOtty  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described 
In  paragraph  A.Sji.,  above.  Is  uncommitted 
to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially 
available  to  these  MFBTs  In  a  nation-wide 
market  as  follows: 


Production 

Yeer:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  .  27,235 

1979  . . . . .  46,396 

1980  . . .  59,975 

1981  . . . . . . .  72,  159 

1982  . . .  77,998 

1983  . . . . .  85,638 

1984  .  99,731 


d.  National  CSECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  char¬ 
acteristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  ooed  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESSCA. 
National  B8BCA  Prohibition  Order  demand 
as  previously  stated  In  paragraph  Afi.e.,  above 
Is  no  more  than  the  following  (“Availability 
Report”) : 


Dtfffuisui 

Year:  {Hiouaand  tons) 

1978  - 6 _ 11.083 

1979  .  22.434 

1999  .  83,483 

1991  — . 35,755 

1983  .  57,863 

1983  .  59,815 

1984  .  59,815 


e.  Regicnal  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentlaly  available  to 
these  MFBI'S  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  these  MFBI’s)  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8 
and  13  as  follows  (“Availability  Report") : 


Production 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  . . 3,373 

1979  . . . . . 4,624 

1980  -  5,  120 

1981  . . . 6, 174 

1983  . . 6,537 

1983  - _ _ _ _ _ 6,989 

1984  .  8,696 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  char¬ 
acteristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  AA.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coed 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8,  and  13  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI.  from  ^  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  In  FEA’s  “Availability  Report"  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  .  3, 268 

1979  .  9,149 

1980  .  16,821 

1981  . 18,005 

1982  . 1 .  23,683 

1983  _  34,095 

1984  _  24,096 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  Districts  7,  8  and  13  with  a  0.4  to  0.6% 
sulfur  cemtent  (whl<^  Includes  the  0A% 
maximum  sulfur  content  described  In  para¬ 
graph  A.3J*.,  above)  resulting  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue 
Prohlbltkm  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESEX^A  Is 
estimated  In  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 

Year:  0.4  to  0.0 


1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


72 
953 
3,389 
3.883 
3,  396 
3,709 
3,709 


’Ihe  regional  planned  production  of  cotd 
stated  In  paragra;^  A.3.e.,  above,  with  the 
diaracterlstlcs  described  In  ptuagraph  A.8.a., 
above,  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  regional 
demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  charaeteristie. 

4.  State  or  local  lams. — FEA  has  fotmd  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  p<dlcles  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  or  utUlxatlon  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA's  attention. 


5.  Comclusiom.—r%A‘u  “AvallablUty  Re¬ 
port”  has  Identified  nattonaUy  and  In  BOM 
INstrlelB  7.  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  pro¬ 
duction  that  meets  the  requirements  of 
Chester  8  and  9  as  described  In  paragraph 
A.8a.,  above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  thu 
uncommitted  coal  exists  In  amounts  suffi¬ 
cient  In  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  addi¬ 
tional  demand  for  ooal,  both  nationally 
from  these  Dlstrlcta.  resulting  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prt^bltlon  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI's  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location  from  BOM  Districts  7.  8  and 
13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  the  MFBI's 
could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  (The  feasi¬ 
bility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  West¬ 
ern  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities 
in  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond.  School  of 
Engineering,  University  of  Pennsylvania, 
November  7, 1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBI's  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  AvaUabUlty 
Report,  April  1977,  (hereafter  ’’Transporta¬ 
tion  Availability  Report”)  coal  for  Chester 

8  and  9  would  probably  come  from  BOM 
District  8  as  both  the  primary  and  alternate 
source  of  supply.  While  this  supply  region 
Is  the  nearest  available  source  able  to  supply 
complying  coal  to  the  plant,  complying  coal 
could  be  transferred  by  rail  from  other 
Identified  sources  within  the  United  States 
as  well.  The  analysis  of  transportation  avail¬ 
ability  Is  based  on  the  most  likely  route  as 
well  as  two  alternate  routes.  ’These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment. — ^The  primary 
route  for  ooal  delivery  for  Chester  8  and  9 
is  to  originate  coal  In  BOM  District  8  near 
Haxard.  Kentucky  on  the  Louisville  and 
Nashville  (LAN)  Railroad  which  would  move 
It  to  Lexington.  Kentucky.  The  Chesapeake 
and  Ohio  and  Baltimore  and  Ohio  (Cbessle 
System)  would  then  move  It  via  Charleston, 
West  Virginia  and  Baltimore.  Maryland  to 
Chester.  Pennsylvania.  ’The  total  rail  distance 
Is  about  610  miles. 

The  altwnate  route  from  the  primary 
source  Is  to  originate  coal  near  Prestonburg. 
Kentucky  on  the  Chessle  System  which 
would  move  It  via  Huntington.  West  Virginia 
to  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania.  Consolidated 
Rallrocul  would  then  move  It  to  Chester, 
Pennsylvania.  The  total  rail  distance  Is  about 
705  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate 
supply  area  would  originate  coal  In  BOM 
District  8  on  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  line 
near  Charleston.  West  Virginia,  which  would 
haul  it  to  Washington,  D.C.  Conrall  would 
then  move  the  coal  to  Chester,  Pennsylvania. 
Total  rail  distance  Is  about  506  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier. — The  LAN, 
originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Chester  8  and 

9  has  about  34,000  hopper  cars  with  an  esti¬ 
mated  average  capacity  of  76  tons  per  car. 
Using  an  average  number  of  20  deliveries  per 
year  per  75-ton  car,  the  LAN  may  need  as 
many  as  79  additional  cars  by  1980  to  han¬ 
dle  the  Increased  demand  from  Chester  8 
and  9.  This  estimate  assmnes  that  the  rail¬ 
road  would  neither  have  excess  originating 
capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers 
In  the  originating  vicinity. 

FEA’s  “Transportation  Availability  Report” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
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Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  transporting  coaL  This 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity, 
including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  Into  account  projections  made  by 
all  types  of  transportation  facilities  assum¬ 
ing  all  MPBI’s  studied  were  to  receive  orders 
under  Section  2  (a)  ot  ESECA. 

The  L&N  Indicated  that  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  at  nine  sites  within  BOM  District 
8  served  by  the  L&N  are  In  good  condition 
and  that  loading  facilities  could  handle  the 
required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  n(»’  has  It  been  in¬ 
formed  ot  any  apparent  constraints  to  car¬ 
rying  coal  for  fmy  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA.  are  based  on  the  information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NOI)  to  issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

FMC  Corporation  shall  be  referred  to  as 
the  “owner”  and  as  “FMC”.  Fredericksburg 
Plant  Units  58,  59,  60.  61  and  62  shaU  be 
referred  to  as  the  “MPBI’s”  and  as  “Freder¬ 
icksburg  58,  56,  60,  61  and  62”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Fredericksburg  58,  59,  60,  61  and  62 
had  the  capability  and  necessary  plant 
equipment  to  burn  coal.  This  proposed  find¬ 
ing  Is  based  on  the  facts  and  Interpretations 
stated  below: 

A.  FMC,  in  a  Major  Fuel  Burning  Installa¬ 
tion  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section  II, 
Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (PtM-m  FEA  C-602- 
S-0).  filed  on  May  30,  1975,  indicated  that 
each  MFBI  had  in  place  on  June  22,  1974, 
a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal. 
The  boilers  had  been  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  MFBI's  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  information  FMO  filed  with 
FEA  dated  July  21,  1976,  and  othw  Informa¬ 
tion  available  to  FEA,  the  following  plant 
eqtilpment  and  facllltlee  at  Fredetick^urg 
58,  59,  60,  61  and  62  would  have  to  be  ac¬ 
quired  or  refurbished  in  order  toit  these 
MFBI’s  to  burn  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source: 

1.  Coal  handling  equipment. 

2.  Ash  handling  equipment  and  ponding 
facllltlee. 

3.  Stokers. 

4.  Soot  blowers. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Fredericksburg  58,  56.  60,  61  and  62 
had  all  other  significant  plant  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coaL 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  faclUtlee  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  ot  capability 
and  neoessary  {dant  equipment  to  bum  ooal. 
as  of  Jime  22,  1974. 


4.  Destination  carrier  and  plant  facilities. — 
Freight  service  to  Chester  8  and  9  la  pro¬ 
vided  by  Conrall  and  the  Cheesie  System  as 
illustrated  above.  This  plant  used  coal  as  a 
boiler  fuel  imtll  the  early  1950’s,  but  un¬ 
loading.  handling,  and  storage  facilities 
would  need  to  be  reinstalled.  It  is  expected 
that  this  Installation  can  be  accomplished 
prior  to  the  effective  date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  de¬ 
livery  of  coal  to  Chester  8  and  9. 

5.  Conclusion.-^-Coa.l  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect 
since  no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery 
over  the  primary  route  to  Chester  8  and  9 
presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are 
available. 


n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  in  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natmal 
gas  at  Fredericksburg  58,  59.  60,  61,  and  62 
is  practicable  and  consistent  with  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  ESECA.  ’Ihls  proposed  finding  la 
based  upon  an  analysis  by  FEA  of  the  fuel 
consumption  of  these  bollMs  for  the  period 
1973-1976,  the  remaitiing  useful  service  life 
of  each  boiler  after  conversion,  the  net  oper¬ 
ating  cost  differential  that  would  result 
from  compliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order, 
as  well  as  the  facts  and  interpretations  ref¬ 
erenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  ooal. — a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  ’The  total  estimated 
Initial  capital  Investment  costs.  Including 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  ot  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning 
ot  coal  at  Fredericksburg  58,  69,  60,  61  and  62 
have  been  determined.  ’This  determination 
was  based  on  existing  FEA  Information  and 
analysis  as  well  as  Information  filed  with 
FEA  by  the  owner.  Approximate  costs  to 
comply  with  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements  have  also  been  con¬ 
sidered,  including  the  cost  ot  compliance 
with  the  air  pollution  control  requirements 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  mainteruutce 
costs.  The  expected  increcuse  in  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  information 
supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  In- 
fcMmatlon  suf^lied  by  the  owner  and/or, 
In  appropriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s 
fuM  cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined 
that  the  burning  ot  coed  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  at  Fredericksburg 
58,  59,  60,  61  and  62  will  result  In  a  decrease 
In  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based 
on  the  factors  stated  In  paragraphs  A.I. 
a.-c.,  above,  as  well  as  the  expected  re¬ 
maining  useful  life  of  the  boilers  after  con¬ 
version,  FEA  has  determined  that  the  net 
annual  operating  cost  differential  (which 


represents  the  difference  between  (grating 
the  bollMS  with  coal  and  alternate  fuel(8) 
as  their  primary  energy  source),  resulting 
from  the.  conversion  of  Fredericksburg  58, 

59,  60,  61  and  62,  will  represent  an  annual 
savings. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conver¬ 
sion. — ’The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of 
conversion  provided  the  basis  tar  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Fredericksburg 
58,  59.  60,  61  and  62  is  reasonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversicm,  FMC  will  Incur 
additional  capital  investment  costs.  Includ¬ 
ing  financing  costs,  and  additional  annual 
operating  and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive 
of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience  an  annual 
savings  In  Its  total  fuel  costs  for  the  expected 
remaining  useful  service  life  of  the  boilers 
after  conversion. 

Since  all  Increased  costs  of  conversion  will 
be  offset  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs,  a  net 
decrease  In  the  annual  cost  of  operation  of 
the  boilers  should  result. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Fredericksburg  58,  69, 

60,  61  and  62  will  result  In  a  substantial 
annual  savings  of  barrels  of  oil  that  other¬ 
wise  would  be  used  as  a  boiler  fuel. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  In¬ 
creased  capital  Investment  costs  and  operat¬ 
ing  and  maintenance  costs  at  Fredericlmburg 
58,  59,  60.  61  and  62  are  totally  offset  by  the 
current  fuel  cost  differential  between  oil  and 
coal  burning  at  Fredericksburg  58,  59,  60,  61 
and  62,  and  potential  future  increases  In  the 
fuel  cost  differential  In  favor  of  coal,  the 
additional  costs  associated  with  binning 
coal  are  reasonable. 

3.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  by  Fredericksburg  58,  59.  60,  61 
and  62  would  be  economically  feasible.  FEA’s 
analysis  took  into  consideration  the  financial 
capability  of  the  owner  .and  Is  based  upon 
the  owner’s  financial  position  as  reported  in 
the  Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book 

-March  1977.  Where  necessary,  PEA  per¬ 
formed  an  Independent  analysis  of  the  own¬ 
er’s  financial  capability,  considering  such 
factors  as  the  owner’s  current  financial  state¬ 
ment  and  the  additional  capital  investment 
required  for  the  owner  to  comply  with  this 
NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are  currently 
under  consideration,  as  well  as  additional 
capital  investment  costs  related  to  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any.  to  issue 
Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Con¬ 
struction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  Sections  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA 
to  MFBI’s  owned  by  FMC.  FEA  related  these 
additional  capital  investment  costs  to  the 
total  capitalization  of  FMC  and  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  after  conversion  of  Fredericks¬ 
burg  58.  59,  60,  61  and  62. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  FMC  to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  increase 
in  costs  (ammtlzed  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  as 
opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  cmnpllance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  has  been  de¬ 
termined.  FEA  also  took  into  consideration 
total  annual  costs  resulting  frmn  compliance 
with  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date, 
if  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders.  If  any,  issued  to  date 
imder  authority  of  Sections  2  (a)  and  (e)  of 
ESECA  to  FMC  MFBI’s. 

However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attributable  to 


Appekdix 

PROPOSED  FINDINGS  AND  RATIONALE  FOB  NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PROHIBITION  ORDER 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  installation  (MFBI) .  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions 
are  also  set  forth. 


Dockot  No.  Owner  Installation  Unit  No.  Lo<'ation 


t>Cl'  2>.«<  F.MC  Corn .  Fredericksburg  Plant .  58..'i9,60,  Fredericksburg, 

61,62  Va. 
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oomplUne*  with  this  MOI  ftnd  all  oth«r 
NOI’s  ounvntly  undar  oooddaratloa.  mc% 
total  annual  costs  after  oonTeislon  should 
decrease. 

B.  Conaistencf  vith  th€  pvrpotet  of 
ESECA. — ^Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Fredericksburg  68.  69,  80,  01 
and  62  will  discourage  the  use  of  nattiral  gas 
or  petrc^eum  products  and  encourage  the 
increased  use  of  coal,  FBA  pix^oees  to  con¬ 
clude  that  this  action  would  be  consistent 
with  the  purpoae  of  ESBCA  to  provide  a 
means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  essential 
needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analy¬ 
sis  which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  MFBI’s  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  appllc^le  environmental 
protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Fred¬ 
ericksburg  68,  69,  60,  61  and  62  would  be 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA  to 
provide  for  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the 
essential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels 
In  a  manner  which  Is  consistent,  to  the  full¬ 
est  extent  practicable,  with  existing  national 
commitments  to  protect  and  Improve  the  en¬ 
vironment. 

m.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
ioill  be  available  to  these  MFBVs  during  the 
period  until  December  31,  li>84. 

A.  Cool  availability. — 1.  NatUmal  coal 
reserves. — ^United  States  coal  reswves  are 
more  than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs 
for  the  foreseeable  future.  UB.  Department 
of  the  Interior.  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  ot  which  la 
currently  technically  and  economically  re- 
eoverable  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1976) 
[hereafter  "BOM  Survey*’]).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  ^proxlmately  200  ba¬ 
llon  tons  contain  1  %  or  lees  sulfur  by  weight. 
To  determine  when  certain  quantities  of 
these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  avaUable, 
FBA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  SI,  1984. 

2.  NatUmal  coal  production  and  demand. — 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand.  and  the  total  tonnage  of  imcommltted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
c(»npanles)  shows  that  there  should  be  suf¬ 
ficient  produtclon  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980, 
plans  tor  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future:  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1986 
already  meets  99%  of  the  total  UB.  demand 
expected  In  1986.  With  time,  more  potential 
mins  developments  wlU  become  firm  plans, 
thus  Increasing  the  planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  con¬ 
servatively  estimated  that  It  will  be  prac¬ 
ticable  to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least 
the  following  quantities: 


Production  potential 
Year:  {million  tons) 


1977  - _ _  732. 8 

1978  .  791. 8 

1979  — . 861.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  _ 960.0 

1982  .  994.8 

1988  - .  1,017.4 

1984  .  1,028.7 

1986  . 1,029.6 


The  figures  ittown  above  are  dsrlTed  fiom 
nCA'S  Oosd  Mine  Kxpansiosi  Study  (May 
1976).  ‘nus  study  demonstrates  ttiat  nMst 
coal  prodticers  did  not  have  firm  or  aoeorate 
plans  for  new  capacity  addltloos  beyond 
1960.  The  1986  projection,  thsrefore,  tenda 
to  underestimate  actual  jwoductlon  poten¬ 
tial. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  AvallabUlty  Report, 
April  1977  (hereafter  "AvaUabillty  Report**). 
Indicates  current  lOans  for  nationwide  pr^ 
ductlon  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows : 


Froducfkm 

Tear:  (milBoa  tons) 

1978  .  124.8 

1879  . . .  243. 1 

1980  .  293.8 

1981  . 360.0 

1982  . 369.9 

1983  . 896.2 

1984  . . 476.6 

1986  . .  644.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FBA  action  under  the 
authority  of  8ectl<m  2(a)  of  BSBCA.  is  as 
follows  (FBA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Tear:  *  (million  tons) 

1978' . - .  780 

1979  . 764 

1980  .  799 

1981  . 842 

1982  .  887 

1983  . . 936 

1984  . .  986 

1986  .  1,040 


e.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  17m  estimated  potential  demand  fOr 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  aU  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro- 
hlbltton  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more  than 
the  following  (“Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Tear:  (mlUton  tons) 

1978  .  11.0 

1979  _ 23.4 

1980  . 32.6 

1981  . 36.8 

1983  . 67.4 

1983  . . 69.8 

1984  .  69.8 


8.  Characteristie  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand. — RA's  "AvaUabillty  Report”  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  MFBI's.  Ihe  survey  Is 
based  on  data  from  81  mining  companies  that 
suppUed  useful  Information  on  96  mining 
units.  Responses  from  these  companies  Iden¬ 
tified  planned  production  of  cofU  which  is  not 
now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For  those 
companies  which  did  not  leqmnd  to  the 
survey,  RA  estimated  their  uncommitted 
planned  production  based  on  their  1974  pro¬ 
duction. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBI's.  FEA’s  "AvallabUlty  Report" 
has  determined  that  boUers  of  the  type  used 
at  Fredericksburg  68,  68,  60,  61  and  63  win 
be  able  to  bum  coal  ot  the  ftUlowlng  char¬ 
acteristics  and  comply  with  all  i^pllcable  air 
p<^lution  contix^  requirements. 


Btu’a/lb.  . MO,  000 

Moisture  (percent) _  *18 

Ash  (percent) _  "fiO 

Volatile  (peceent)  -  *18 

Ash  softening  temp.  (*F)  ..... _  *2,300 

Sulfur  (approximately)  (percent)  ..  *1.8 


*  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 


h.  Oharaeteristie  eoal  demand  from  these 
MPBPe.  TTm  potential  demand  for  coal,  of 
tbo  type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  la  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 

Demand 
{thotuand  tons) 
Tear:  1980  and  thereafter _ 236 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  cooL  FBA's  "Availability  Report"  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  deecribed  in 
paragnqih  ABa.,  above.  Is  uncommitted  to 
a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentiaUy  avail¬ 
able  to  these  MFBI’s  In  a  nationwide  market 
as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  _  67, 937 

1979  . .  127,138 

1980  . .  158,933 

1981  .  189,318 

1982  . . .*300,269 

1983  -  214,838 

1984  .  353,700 


d.  Nationcd  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  eoal  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  char¬ 
acteristics  coed,  as  stated  In  pcuragn^ 
A.S.C.,  above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for 
cold  regardless  of  characteristic  expected 
from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of 
Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  ourstandlng  Prohibition  Orders 
Issued  to  date  under  authority  ot  Section 
3(a)  of  ESBCA.  National  ESBCA  Prohibition 
^der  demand  as  prevloualy  stated  In  para¬ 
graph  AB.e.,  above  Is  no  nunre  than  the  fol¬ 
lowing  ("AvallabUlty  Report”): 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  — _ 11,032 

1979  . 32,434 

1980  . 32,483 

1981  .  36,766 

1982  . .  67,862 

1988  . 69,816 

1984  .  59,818 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istie  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  In  paragraph  A.3a.,  above.  Is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  theee  MFBI’s  (In  a  probable  regional  sup¬ 
ply/demand  relationship  related  to  the  loca¬ 
tion  ot  these  MTOTS)  from  B(Hf  Districts  7, 
8  and  13  as  follows  ("AvaUahlUty  Report”)  i 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  _ 26,032 

1979  . .  47,883 

1980  .  63,082 

1981  - .  61,661 

1982  .  66,864 

1983  . - . - .  70,663 

1984  _ 80,964 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  eoal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  r^onal  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.S.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
aU  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  3  (a)  of 
BSBCA.  This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  In  FBA'S  "AvallabUlty  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  8,268 

1979  - 9,149 

1980  -  16,821 

1981  - 18,006 

—  1983  - 28,682 

1988  - 24,098 

1964  . 24,098 
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g.  Regional  ESEOA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  bf  eulfw  characteristic.  The 
potential  regioDAl  (lemand  for  coal  trcxn 
BOM  Districts  7.  8  sod  13  with  s  1.41—1^% 
sulfur  oootsnt  (which  Includes  ths  1.6% 
Tn»Timiim  sulfur  Content  described  In  pam- 
graph  A.3jt..  above)  resulting  from  this  HOI. 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA 
M  estimated  In  PEA'S  “AvallablUty  Report"  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 

7sar:  1.42  to  1,S 


226 

1 07fl  -  _ 

_  897 

1 OAO  _ 

. . 1,773 

lOltl  • 

1.77S 

IftM  _ _ 

_  _  1,773 

1983  - 

1984  _ _ 

1.773 

. . 1,773 

The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  AA.e..  above,  with  the 
diaracterlstlcs  described  In  paragraph  AJSa.^ 
'above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESE9CA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteris¬ 
tic. 

•  4.  State  or  local  laws. — ^PEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utUleaUon  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  PEA'S  attention. 

8.  Conclusion.— PEA'S  “AvallablUty  Report" 
hss  Identified  nationally  and  In  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  IS  uncommltteed  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Pred- 
erlcksburg  68,  60,  00,  61  and  62  as  described 
In  paragri^h  AAjl,  above.  PEA  proposes  to 
uti/i  that  this  uncommitted  coal  exists  In 
amounts  sufficient  In  any  year  to  meet  the 
estimated  additional  demand  for  coed,  both 
nationally  and  from  these  Districts,  result¬ 
ing  from  this  HOI,  frexn  aU  otho*  Notices 
of  Intention  to  from  these  Districts,  result¬ 
ing  from  this  NOI.  from  aU  other  Notices  of 
Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
MMi  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
Issued  to  date  tmder  authority  of  Section  2 
(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MPBI’s  will  probably  be 
bought  frmn  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MPBI's  location  frenn  BOM  Districts  7. 8  and 
13.  RA  observers,  however,  that  the  MPBI's 
could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  (The  Peasl- 
bUlty  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  West¬ 
ern  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  UtlUtles 
In  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond.  School  of 
Engineering,  University  of  Pennsylvania, 
November  7,  1976.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBl’s  and  coal  supply.  Baaed  on  an  PEA 
study.  Coed  Trani^x>rtatlon  Availability  Re¬ 
port,  AprU  1977  (hn-eafter  “Transportation 
AvaUablllty  Report") ,  coal  for  the  Prederlcks- 
burg  58,  56.  60,  61  and  62  would  probably 
come  from  BOM  District  8  as  iMth  the 
primary  and  alternate  source  of  supply. 
WhUe  these  supply  regions  are  among  the 
nearest  avaUable  sources  able  to  supply  com¬ 
plying  coal  to  Predericksburg  58,  59,  60.  61 
and  62,  ooa4>lylng  coal  could  be  transferred 
by  raU  from  other  Identified  sources  within 
the  United  States  as  well.  The  analysis  of 
transportation  availability  is  based  on  the 
most  likely  route  as  well  as  two  alternate 
routes.  These  routes  were  chosen  to  demon¬ 
strate  transportation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment. — The  primary 
route  for  cofd  delivery  tor  Prederlcksburg  58, 
66,  60,  61  «nd  62  Is  to  originate  coal  in 
BOM  District  8  on  the  Norfolk  and  Western 
(N&W)  Railroad  near  Williamson,  West  Vir¬ 


ginia.  N&W  would  haul  It  to  Lynchburg,  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  the  Chesiq>eake  and  Ohio  (Chessle 
System)  would  move  the  coal  to  Richmond, 
Virginia  where  the  Rlidimond,  nuderlcks- 
burg,  and  Potomac  (RPP)  would  pick  It  up 
for  delivery  to  Rederlcksburg  66,  60.  60,  61 
and  62.  The  total  rail  distance  Is  about  460 
miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  originates  coal  In  BCHd  District  8 
near  Appalachia,  Virginia  on  the  N&W 
which  would  load  and  move  the  coal  via 
Roanoke  to  Meherrln,  Virginia.  The  South¬ 
ern  Railway  would  then  move  It  to  Rich¬ 
mond,  Virginia.  The  RPP  would  deliver  the 
coal  to  Fredericksburg  68,  66,  60,  61  and  62. 
The  total  rail  distance  Is  about  460  miles. 

An  alternate  route  would  originate  coal  in 
BOM  District  8  Southeast  of  Charleston.  West 
Virginia  on  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  (Ches- 
sie  System)  which  would  haul  It  via  Coving¬ 
ton  and  Charlottesville,  deliver  It  to  Fred¬ 
ericksburg  58,  59,  60.  61  and  62.  The  total  rail 
distance  Is  approximately  370  miles. 

3.  Originating  Trunk  carrier. — The  N&W, 
the  originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Fredericks¬ 
burg  58.  69,  60,  61  and  62,  has  approximately 
54,000  hopper  cars  with  an  estimated  average 
capacity  of  83  tona  Using  an  average  number 
of  deliveries  of  20  per  year  per  83-ton  car,  the 
N&W  may  need  as  many  as  165  additional  cars 
to  handle  the  Increased  demand  from  Fred¬ 
ericksburg  68.  69.  60.  61  and  62.  The  N&W  In¬ 
dicated  that  the  retirements  from  their  hop¬ 
per  fieet  are  not  expected  to  exceed  1,200  per 
year  and  that  N&W  has  shop  capacity  to  build 
1,600  to  5,000  new  cars  per  yenr,  depending 
on  demand.  This  estimate  assumes  that  the 
railroad  would  neither  have  excess  originat¬ 
ing  capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  car¬ 
riers  in  the  originating  vicinity. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  PEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  devel(q>ed  by  PEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Inten¬ 
tion  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Avtex  PlbwB,  Ine.,  shall  be  referred  to  as 
the  “owner"  and  as  “Avtex."  Front  Royal 
Units  1.  2  and  3  shall  be  referred  to  as  the 
“MPBI's"  and  as  '‘Front  Royal  I,  2  aird  3." 

I.  CapahUtty  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coaL 

PEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 1974, 
Front  Royal  I,  2  and  3  had  the  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coed. 
This  proposed  finding  Is  based'on  the  facts 
and  Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Avtex,  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning  Installs 
tion  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section  I 
Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (Form  FEA  C-602- 
S-0),  filed  on  May  30.  1975,  Indicated  that 
ecKih  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  22,  1974,  a 
boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal.  The 
tK^ers  had  been  designed  and  constructed  or 
modified  to  bum  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  on 
June  22,  1974,  the  MPBI's  may  not  have  been 
burning  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Avtex  filed  with 
PEA  dated  September  28,  1976  and  othtf 
Information  available  to  PEA  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  at  Front 
Royal  1.  2  and  3  would  have  to  be  acquired 
or  refurbished  in  order  for  theee  MPBI's  to 
burn  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source: 


PEA'S  “Transportation  Availability  Report" 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  transporting  coal.  This 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity. 
Including  unloading  docks,  where  car  ca¬ 
pacity,  water  transportation  capacity.  Includ¬ 
ing  unlocMllng  docks,  where  applicable,  and 
took  Into  accoimt  projections  made  by  all 
carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand  for 
all  types  of  transportation  facilities  assuming 
all  MPBI's  studied  were  to  receive  orders 
under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA 

The  N&W  Indicated  that  transportatiem  fa¬ 
cilities  at  mines  within  BOM  District  8  served 
by  the  N&W  are  operating  satisfactorily  and 
that  loading  facilities  could  handle  the  re¬ 
quired  coal  volumes. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBVs  facili¬ 
ties. — ^PEA  has  not  found  n<v  has  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carrier  should  they  be  used. 

The  RPP  currently  provides  heavy  freight 
service  to  Prederlcksburg  68,  59,  60,  81  and  62. 
Although  the  plant  used  coed  as  a  primary 
ftiel  until  1970,  It  reports  that  new  coal  un¬ 
loading  and  handling  equipment  and  facili¬ 
ties  would  need  to  be  reinstalled.  It  la  ex¬ 
pected  that  these  repairs  can  be  accomplished 
prior  to  the  ^ectlve  date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Prederlcksburg  68,  69.  60.  61  and  62. 

5.  Conclusion. — Coal  trazi^Kirtatlon  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect  since  no 
major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  Prederlcksburg  68,  69.  60,  61 
and  62  presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes 
are  available. 


1.  PulvoTzera. 

2.  Coal  handling  equipment. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Front  Royal  1.  2  and  3  had  all  other 
significant  plant  equipment  and  faciUttes 
associated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  ths 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B.  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  ot  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal, 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

PEA  prc^>oses  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  nat¬ 
ural  gas  at  Front  Royal  1,  2  and  3  is  prac¬ 
ticable  and  consistent  adth  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  This  proposed  finding  Is  based  upon 
an  analysis  by  PEA  of  the  fuel  consumption 
of  these  boilers  for  the  period  1973-1977,  the 
remaining  useful  service  life  of  each  boiler 
after  conversion,  the  net  operating  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  that  would  result  from  compliance 
with  a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts 
and  Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. — a.  Capi¬ 
tal  investment  costs.  The  total  estimated 
Initial  capital  Investment  costs.  Including  fi¬ 
nancing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 


AmKDix 

PSOPOSXD  nNDIHOS  AMD  EATIOMALB  FOB  HOTICB  OF  IimNTION  TO  XSSUB  A  PBOHIBITION  OBDEB 
ESECA  and  the  FKA  regulations  require  PEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MPBI) .  RAb  proposed  findings  are 
set  out  bHow  with  respect  to  the  MPBI's  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions 
are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No. 

Owner 

Installation  Unit  So.  Location 

OCU-2S40 _ 
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and  facilities  associated  wltb  the  burning  ot 
coal  at  Front  Royal  1.  3  and  3  hsTe  been 
determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis,  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  hare 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costa.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  baaed  on  Information 
supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costa.  Based  (m  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  Infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or.  In 
appropriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA's  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural  gas  w 
petttdeum  products  at  Front  Royal  1,  2  and 
3  will  result  In  a  decrease  In  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Baaed 
on  the  factors  stated  In  paragnqjh  A.1a.-o., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion, 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  annual 
operating  cost  differential  (which  represents 
the  difference  between  operating  the  boilers 
with  coal  and  alternate  futi(s)  as  their 
primary  energy  source),  resulting  from  the 
conversion  ot  Front  Royal  1,  3  and  8  will 
represent  an  annual  savings. 

3.  Reatonableneaa  of  eoata  of  conversion. — 
*1110  foregoing  analysts  of  the  costs  of 
conversion  provided  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  oonvMslon  of  Front  Royal  1, 
3  and  8  Is' reasonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  Avtex  will  Incur 
additional  capital  Investment  costs.  Includ¬ 
ing  financing  costs,  and  additional  annual 
operating  and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive 
of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience  an  annuli 
savings  in  Its  total  fuel  costs  for  the  ex¬ 
pected  remaining  useful  service  life  of  the 
boilers  after  conversion. 

Since  all  Increased  costs  of  conversion  will 
be  offset  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs,  a  net 
decrease  in  the  annual  cost  of  operation  of 
the  boilers  should  result. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Front  Royal  1,  3  and  8 
will  result  In  a  substantial  annual  savings 
of  barrels  of  ofi  that  otherwise  would  be 
used  as  a  boiler  fuel. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  In¬ 
crease  In  capital  Investment  costs  and  operat¬ 
ing  and  maintenance  costs  at  nont  Royal 
1.  3  and  3  are  totally  offset  by  the  current 
fuel  cost  differential  between  oil  and  coal 
burning  at  Front  Royal  1,  3  and  3  and 
potential  future  Increases  In  the  fuel  cost 
differential  In  favor  of  coal,  the  additional 
costs  associated  with  bxunlng  coal  are  rea¬ 
sonable. 

8.  Financial  eapabilitg  of  the  oumer. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  irsvestment.  FEA  ptopoeee 
to  find  that  compliance  srlth  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Front  Royal  1,  3  and  3  would  be 
economically  feasible.  FEA'S  analysis  took 
Into  consideration  the  financial  ciqMtblllty 
of  the  owner  and  Is  based  upon  the  owner's 
financial  posltloa  as  reported  In  the  Dim  and 
Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March  1977). 
Where  necessary,  FEA  perfmmed  an  Inde¬ 
pendent  analysis  of  the  owner's  financial 
capability,  considering  such  factors  as  the 
owner's  current  financial  statement  and  the 
additional  capital  Investment  required  for 
the  owner  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all 
other  NOTs  which  are  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  coets  related  to  all  other  Notices 
rf  Intention,  to  date,  if  any,  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 


Orders,  If  any.  tesued  to  date  tmder  autbralty 
of  Ssctkm  3  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESBGA  to  MFBTS 
owned  by  Avtm.  FRA  related  these  additional 
capital  Investment  costs  to  the  total  capitali¬ 
sation  of  Avtex  and  the  remaining  useful 
life  after  conversion  of  Front  Royal  1. 3  and  8. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Avtex  to  assume  such  coets. 

b.  Total  annual  costi  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (anuntlzed  Increased  ciq>ltal  In¬ 
vestment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of 
fuel  costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  com¬ 
pliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOl's 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  has 
been  determined.  FEA  also  took  Into  con¬ 
sideration  total  annual  costs  resulting  from 
compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  in¬ 
tention,  to  date.  If  any,  to  issue  Pix^ibitlon 
or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders, 
If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
Section  3(a)  and  (o)  of  ESECA  to  Avtex 
MFBI's. 

However,  due  to  the  potential  <^settlng 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOl's  currently  tmder  consideration,  Avtex’s 
total  aimual  costs  after  conversion  should 
decrease. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA. — Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Pitdtlbl- 
tlon  Order  to  Front  Royal  1,  3  and  8  will 
discourage  the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petrtde- 
um  products  and  encourage  the  Increased 
used  of  coal,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that 
this  action  would  be  consistmt  with  the 
purpose  of  ESBCA  to  provide  a  means  to 
assist  In  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FRA  is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
these  MFBrs  to  oon4>ly  with  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  other  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to  con¬ 
clude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Front 
Royal  1,  3  and  8  would  be  consistent  with 
the  purpose  of  ESBCA  to  provide  a  means 
to  assist  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of 
the  United  States  for  fuels  in  a  manner 
which  Is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent 
praotloahie.  with  existing  natlooal  commit¬ 
ments  to  protect  and  Improve  the  environ¬ 
ment. 

Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities  will 
be  available  to  these  MFBTs  during  the  pe¬ 
riod  until  December  SI,  1984.  A.  Coal  avail- 
abiUtyj — 1.  National  coal  reserves.  United 
States  coal  reserves  are  more  than  eufOolent 
to  supply  national  needs  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  UB.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show  a  demon¬ 
strated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400  billion 
tons,  over  half  of  which  la  currently  techni¬ 
cally  economically  recoverable  (Dem¬ 
onstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  ot  the  United 
States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  January  1, 
1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1976)  (hereafter 
"BOM  Survey")).  Within  these  recoverable 
reserves  approidmately  300  bllll<m  tons  con¬ 
tain  1%  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To  deter¬ 
mine  when  certain  quantities  of  these  re¬ 
serves  are  expected  to  be  available,  FEA  has 
examined  several  studies  referenced  herein, 
which  together  provide  the  best  current  evi¬ 
dence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the  period 
ending  December  31, 1984.  . 

3.  National  coal  production  and  demand. — 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand.  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  lu^uetlon  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suffi¬ 


cient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1960.  Beyond  1980, 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
devtioped  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1986 
already  meets  99%  of  the  total  U.S.  demand 
expected  In  1986.  With  time,  more  potential 
mine  developments  will  become  firm  plans, 
th\is  Increasing  the  planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserv¬ 
atively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
'following  quantities; 

Production  potential 


Year:  {million  tons) 

1977  .  733.  8 

1978  . . .  791.  6 

1979  .  861.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  _ 980.0 

1982  _  964.8 

1983  .  1,017.4 

1984  . 1,038.7 

1986  .  1,039.6 


ITie  figures  shown  above  are  derived  frmn 
FEA's  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demmistrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1986  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  poten- 
tiaL 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Avallahlllty  Report, 
Ai^  1977.  (hereafter  "AvattabUlty  Report**), 
indicates  current  {dans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  {million  tons) 

1978  .  134.8 

1979  .  348.1 

1980  . 398.8 

1981  .  860.0 

1983  .  886.3 

1983  .  398.8 

1984  .  476.6 

1986  .  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  TTie  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESBCA,  to  as 
follows  (FEA  1978  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Tear:  {million  tons) 

1978  _ 780 

1979  . .  784 

1980  . . 799 

1981  _  843 

1983  .  887 

1988  _  986 

1984  - 986 

1986  .  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  pot«itlal  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  tosue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohlbltkm  Orders  issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Sectloa  3(a)  of  ESBCA  is  no  more 
than  the  following  ("Availability  Report") ; 


Demand 

Tear:  {million  tons) 

1978  .  11.0 

1979  _ 22.4 

1980  .  82.6 

1981  .  36.8 

1983  .  67.4 

1983  _ 66.8 

1984  .  69.8 


8.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand. — nAls  "Availability  Beport"  identi¬ 
fies  ooal  of  qwcific  quality  characterlstioe 
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available  for  use  at  these  MFBI’s.  The  survey 
la  based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  infmmatlon  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
Identified  planned  production  of  coal- which 
Is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer. 
Foe  those  companies  which  did  not  respond 
to  the  survey.  FEA  estimated  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBI’s.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  boil«s  of  the  type  used  at 
Front  Royal  1.  2  and  3  wUl  be  able  to  biun 
cofd  of  the  following  characteristics  and ' 
comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution  con¬ 


trol  requirements. 

Btu’s/lb . . - . . »  10, 000 

Moisture  (percent) -  *  18 

Ash  (percent) -  *20 

Volatile  (percent) -  *  18 

Ash  softening  temp.  (*  F) -  ^9,  200 

Sulfur  (approximately)  (percent)..  *1.7 


Production 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  . . 26,039 

1979  _  47,383 

1980  _  83.082 

1981  _ 61,661 

1982  _  65,384 

1983  _  70,652 

1984  . - .  80,964 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  o/  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e.. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  cofd 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  o^er  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
dsfte  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESBCA.  This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  In  PEA'S  “Availability  Report"  to 
be  "o  more  than  the  following: 


»  Minimum. 

■  Maximum. 

b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
MFBVs.  nie  potential  demand  for  coal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  which  would  re¬ 
sult  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows : 

Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
Tear:  1980  (and  after).. . . 250 


e.  National  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  FKA's  “Availability  RepOTt”  has 
detMmlned  that  coal  the  type  described 
In  paragraph  A.Sa.,  above.  Is  uncommitted 
to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially 
available  to  these  MFBI's  In  a  nationwide 
market  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  _  67, 937 

1979  _ 127. 138 

1980  _  168,932 

1981  _  189,318 

1982  _  200,  259 

1983  . 214,838 

1984  _  253,700 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  AJS^., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  is¬ 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  Sectl<»  2(a) 
of  ESECA.  National  ESECA  ProhiblUon  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  In  paragraph 
A.a.c.,  above.  Is  no  more  than  the  following 
(“Availability  Report”) : 

Demand 


Year:  {thousand  tons) 


1978  _ 11,032 

1979  _  22,434 

1980  _  32,483 

1981  _  35,766 

1982  _  67,362 

1983  _ 69,818 

1984  _ 69,818 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  In  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above.  Is  \m- 
oommltted  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  these  MFBI’s  (In  a  probable  regional  sup¬ 
ply/demand  relationship  related  to  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  these  MTOPs)  from  BOM  Districts  7. 
8  and  13  as  ftdlows  (“Availability  Report") : 


Demand 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  _ 3,268 

1979  _  9, 149 

1980  _ 16,321 

1981  _  18,005 

1982  _  23,682 

1983  _  24,095 

1984  _  24,095 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  Districts  7,  8  and  13  with  a  1.41-1.8% 
sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the  1.7% 
maximum  sulfur  content  described  In  para¬ 
graph  A.3.a..  above)  resulting  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Secton  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is 
estimated  In  PEA’S  “Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
Percent  sulfur 
1.41  to  1.8 

_  226 

_  837 

_ 1,773 

. . 1,773 

_ 1,778 

. . 1,773 

. 1,773 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragn^  A.S.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph 
AAa.,  above,  far  exceeds  this  potential 
ESECA  regional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur 
characteristic. 

4.  State  or  local  lavs. — FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

6.  Conclusion. — FEA’s  “AvaUabUlty  Re¬ 
port”  has  identified  nationally  and  In  BOM 
Districts  7.  8.  and  13  uncommitted  coal 
production  that  meets  the  requirements  ot 
Front  Royal  1.  2,  and  3  as  described  In 
paragriq>b  A  A  .a.,  above.  FEA  pre^oses  to  find 
that  this  unccMnmltted  coal  exists  In 
amoimts  sufficient  In  any  year  to  meet  the 
estimated  additional  demand  for  coal,  both 
nationally  and  from  these  Districts,  result¬ 
ing  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notioea 
of  Intention  to  Issue  ProhibltkHi  Orders  to 
date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
Orders  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 


Coal  for  these  MFBI’s  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location  frmn  BOM  Districts  7.  8 
and  13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  the 
MFBI's  could  p\irchase  coed  In  other  mar¬ 
kets  as  such  production  becomes  available. 
(The  Feasibility  of  Consldwing  Expanded 
Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  East¬ 
ern  Utilities  In  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond, 
School  of  Engineering,  UnlvMsity  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania.  November  7,  1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  hocation  of 
MFBVs  and  Coal  Supplg.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port.  April  1977,  (hereafter  "TYansportatlon 
Availability  Report”),  coal  for  Front  Royal 
1,  2  and  3  would  probably  come  from  BOM 
District  8  as  both  the  primary  and  alternate 
sour-M  at  supply.  While  these  supply  regions 
are  among  the  nearest  available  sources 
able  to  supply  complying  coal  to  the  plant, 
complying  coal  could  be  transferred  by  rail 
from  other  Identified  sources  within  the 
United  States  as  well.  The  analysis  of  trans¬ 
portation  availability  Is  based  on  the  most 
likely  route  as  well  as  two  alternate  routes. 
These  routes  were  chosen  to  demonstrate 
transportation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment. — ^The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Front  Royal  1,  2 
and  3  Is  to  originate  coal  near  Williamson, 
West  Virginia  In  BOM  District  8  on  the  Nor¬ 
folk  and  Western  Railroad  Company  (N&W) 
which  would  deliver  It  via  Bluefltid,  West 
Virginia  to  Front  Royal  1,  3  and  8.  The  total 
rail  distance  Is  about  390  mllee. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  source  would  originate  coal  near  Wil¬ 
liamson,  West  Virginia  on  the  N&W  which 
would  move  It  to  Beckley,  West  Virginia. 
The  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  would  nmve  the 
coal  via  Covington,  Virginia  to  Strasburg, 
Virginia  where  the  Southern  Railway  would 
pick  It  up  for  d^very  to  Front  Royal  1,  2 
and  3.  The  total  rail  distance  Is  about  365 
miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  alternate 
supply  area  would  originate  coed  on  the 
Chesapeake  and  Ohio  (Chessle  System)  In 
BOM  District  8  near  Charleston.  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  The  Chessle  System  would  move  It  to 
Waynesboro,  Virginia  where  the  N&W  would 
pick  It  up  and  deliver  It  to  Front  Royal  1. 
2  and  8.  The  total  rail  distance  Is  about  325 
miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier. — ^The  N&W, 
the  originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Front 
Royal  1,  2  and  8  has  i4>iHozlmately  64,000 
hopper  cars  with  an  estimated  average  ca¬ 
pacity  of  83  tons.  Using  an  average  delivery 
of  20  per  year  per  88-ton  car,  the  N&W  may 
need  as  many  as  111  additional  cars  to  han¬ 
dle  the  Increased  dmnand  from  the  Front 
Royal  1,  2  and  8.  N&W  reports  that  their 
own  car  shop  which  repairs  and  builds  cars 
has  a  capacity  of  1,500  new  cars  per  year 
depending  on  market  demand.  They  do  not 
anticipate  any  difficulty  in  meeting  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  Front  Royal  1,  2  and  3. 

FEA’s  ’Transportation  Availability  Re- 
pert”  concluded  that  for  all  potential  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  candidates  studied,  there 
would  be  no  major  constraints  in  transport¬ 
ing  coal.  This  study  examined  existing  rail 
transportation  car  capacity,  water  transpor¬ 
tation  capacity.  Including  unloading  docks, 
where  applicable,  and  took  Into  account  pro¬ 
jections  made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the 
anticipated  demand*  for  all  types  of  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  assuming  all  MFBI’s 
studied  were  to  receive  orders  tmder  Section 
2(a)  of  ESECA. 

The  N&W  Indicates  that  transportation 
facilities  at  mine  sites  within  BOM  District 
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8  served  by  the  N&W  are  operating  satisfac¬ 
torily  and  that  loading  facilities  can  handle 
the  required  coal  volumes. 

9EA  has  not  foimd  nor  has  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  car¬ 
rying  coal  for  any  originating  alternate  or 
Intermediate  carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facili¬ 
ties. — Front  Royal.  Virginia  Is  served  by  a 
short  branch  line  from  tracks  of  both  the 
Norfolk  and  Western  and  Southern  Railway. 
Coal  was  delivered  to  the  plant  until  a  few 
years  ago.  Some  maintenance  will  probably 
be  required  to  refurbish  the  unloading  and 
handling  facilities.  It  Is  expected  that  these 
repairs  can  be  accomplished  prior  to  the 
effective  date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the 
delivery  of  coal  to  Front  Royal  1.  2  and  3. 

5.  Conclusion.— Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect  sines 
no  major  oontralnts  to  coal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  Front  Royal  1.  2  and  3 
presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are 
available. 
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